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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to explore college student behaviors, attitudes, and
perceptions pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming. The research questions
for this study focused on (a) behaviors and attitudes of non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge
drinkers; (b) perceived behaviors and attitudes of proximal and distal peer groups; and (c)
the relationships between actual and perceived behavioral and attitudinal norms of
proximal and distal peer groups. This quantitative study (n = 332) was completed at a
mid-sized, northeastern college with an established late-night, alcohol-free programming
series. Findings from this study illustrate (a) significant differences in attendance trends
for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers; (b) extreme negative attitudes pertaining
to these interventions held by binge drinkers; and (c) a strong relationship between
perceived close friend attendance and attitudes and personal attendance and attitudes.
Within the context of previous research, late-night, alcohol-free programming is
presented as an intervention with the potential to shift individual drinking behaviors,
reduce direct and indirect influences to drink, and shift permissive and persistent campus
drinking cultures.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Historical views on college student drinking frame this phenomenon as an
intrapersonal problem influenced by determinants related to the knowledge, attitudes, and
behaviors of individuals (Boyd & Faden, 2002; Dowdall, 2009). Current perspectives on
college student alcohol use challenge this ideology, suggesting that student drinking
behavior is also determined by interpersonal, institutional, societal, and public policy
related factors (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Dowdall, 2009; Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002).
The following chapter explores college student drinking through a social ecological lens,
highlighting the multiple levels of intervention employed to lessen the impacts of this
phenomenon (DeJong & Langford, 2002). The chapter concludes by presenting late
night, alcohol-free programming as a prevention strategy requiring further inquiry into its
potential to positively influence campus drinking norms and student drinking behaviors
(DeJong & Langford, 2002).
College Student Drinking as a Socially Constructed Problem
College student drinking is a pervasive, complex, and rapidly changing problem
that takes the lives of over 1,800 college students each year (Dowdall, 2009; Hingson,
2010). While the unintentional alcohol-related deaths of college students have only
increased by 3% between 1999 and 2005, it should be stressed that every death of a
college student due to alcohol use is preventable (Hingson, 2010). When examined
closely, the mortality trends related to college student drinking demonstrate that the
impact extends beyond consequences to the individual drinker (Perkins, 2002). Many of

1

these deaths were of non-drinking college students who were involved in motor vehicle
accidents, physical altercations, or unintentional accidents perpetrated by their drinking
peers (Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 2002). Additionally, over 690,000 college students are
physically assaulted each year by a peer who has consumed alcohol, while 96,000 are
victims of alcohol-related sexual assaults (Hingson, Zha, & Weitzman, 2009). The
impacts of college drinking have led to alcohol abuse being identified as the most
significant public health concern facing American colleges and universities (Boyd &
Faden, 2002; Dowdall, 2009; Hingson, 2010).
Between 1999 and 2005, American colleges and universities experienced an 8%
proportional increase in students who reported consuming five or more drinks in one
sitting within a 30 day period (Hingson, 2010). The consequences associated with these
dangerous drinking practices are often attributed to individual decision-making or
membership in a high-risk social group (Hingson 2010). An examination of the
individual and interpersonal determinants of college student drinking further supports
examining this phenomenon as a socially constructed problem and highlights the
complexities of college student drinking (Baer, 2002; Cimini et al., 2009; DeJong,
Larimer, Wood, & Hartman, 2009; Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 2002).
Many studies have demonstrated that college drinking may be viewed as a
gendered issue (Read, Wood, Davidoff, McLacken, & Campbell, 2002). College men
consume large amounts of alcohol more frequently and experience greater rates of
alcohol-related negative consequences than college women (O’Malley & Johnston, 2002;
Read et al., 2002). While considered an individual determinant of behavior, gender is
heavily influenced by societal norms that dictate appropriate behavior for men and
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women (Caparano, 2000). The intersection of alcohol and gender viewed through a
social constructivist lens highlights the risk, adventure, and power associated with
excessive drinking and suggests alcohol use is a manifestation of traditional male norms
and expectations (Caparano, 2000). High-risk behaviors, including competitive drinking
games and the use of alcohol to facilitate sexual encounters, have been linked to heavy
adherence to traditional societal views of masculinity (Cameron et al., 2010; Caparano,
2000). It is suggested that these behaviors are influenced by the internal struggles some
men face while attempting to adhere to traditional masculine norms (Cameron et al.,
2010; Caparano, 2000). Additional studies explore consequences of drinking based on
gender and also suggest a link between alcohol use and socially constructed gender roles
(Ham & Hope, 2003). These studies show that most consequences experienced by men
are public and involve harm to themselves or others, while those experienced by women
are more personal and inwardly directed (Ham & Hope, 2003). While gender is
considered an individual determinant of alcohol use, the societal influences on its
construction should be considered when examining college drinking, its consequences,
and prevention strategies (Read et al., 2002).
Research offers much insight into a number of factors that influence student
drinking behavior; however, many studies do not extend beyond a simple correlation
between personality factors, group membership, or social contexts to examine how that
influence is constructed (Hope & Ham, 2002). For example, both male and female
members of Greek organizations have been identified as more frequent and higher
quantity drinkers than those not involved in these groups (Baer, 2002; Barry, 2007). It is
suggested, but not demonstrated, that these behaviors may be associated with personality
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factors that facilitate self-selection into these organizations, observational learning, and
organizational climate and culture (Barry, 2007). Additionally, most studies on Greek
life and alcohol explore these organizations as a single entity, without examining how
their member demographics, history, and social contexts influence alcohol use and
drinking culture (Barry, 2007). Simply highlighting that Greek students drink more
frequently provides little context to significantly understand the problem and generalizes
college drinking as a problem for all Greek organizations (Baer, 2002; Barry, 2007). A
view of college drinking that frames this phenomenon as a social problem encourages
researchers and practitioners to view each organization as unique, while exploring how
individual, interpersonal, institutional, societal, and policy factors influence group
drinking cultures (DeJong & Langford, 2002). This expanded and broad view creates
further opportunities to understand college drinking and to address the phenomenon using
meaningful and intentional strategies (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Dowdall, 2009).
American colleges and universities have experienced alcohol-related concerns
since the founding of Harvard University in 1636. Many of the factors that influence
heavy drinking and alcohol-related disorderly conduct during Harvard’s early years are
still found on college campuses today, including relatively easy access to alcohol, an
abundance of unstructured free-time, and significant numbers of adolescents navigating
the transition to young adulthood (Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002; Rudolph, 1962;
Schulenburg & Maggs, 2002). The interplay between individual determinants of
drinking and the influencing factors of the college environment have contributed to the
development and maintenance of cultures in which high-risk drinking and its associated
consequences are widespread (Boyd & Faden, 2002). Exploring interventions that
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address, and positively shift these environments provide an opportunity to ensure the
health, safety, and success of college students.
College Student Drinking Interventions
The social ecological model provides a lens to explore the various strategies
employed by colleges and universities to lessen the impacts of drinking on students, the
community, and the institution (Dejong & Langford, 2002). As Figure 1.1 demonstrates,
the social ecological model suggests that student drinking is influenced by individual,
interpersonal, institutional, societal, and policy determinants and that strategic
interventions at each of these levels may have a positive and synergistic impact on
campus drinking cultures (DeJong & Langford, 2002). Traditional prevention efforts
have typically focused on individual and interpersonal determinants, as defined by the
substance abuse paradigm, and highlight alcohol use as a personal choice that is often
influenced by peer pressure (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Hope & Ham, 2002). Recent
literature, while limited in scope, has begun to focus on the potential of institutional,
societal, and policy interventions that expand prevention efforts beyond behavior changes
in individuals and towards strategies that focus on environmental management and
positive culture change (DeJong & Langford, 2002).
Individual level interventions. The individual level of influence, which makes
up the nucleus of the social ecological model, suggests that the developmental history,
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors of individuals contribute to their drinking habits
(Dejong & Langford, 2002; Hope & Ham, 2002).
Most intervention studies are rooted in the substance abuse paradigm and focus on
strategies designed to change behaviors of individuals (Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002).
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Figure 1.1. The social ecological model of prevention. Adapted from “A typology for
campus-based alcohol prevention: Moving toward environmental management strategies”
by W. Dejong and L. Langford, 2002, Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 14, p. 141.
Copyright (2002) by Alcohol Research Documentation, Inc.
These important insights have established motivational change programs as the
exemplar intervention, with numerous studies illustrating their effectiveness among
college students (Baer, Kivlahan, Blume, McKnight, & Marlatt, 2001; DeJong et al.,
2009). Motivational change programs use cognitive-behavior skills training, harm
reduction education, and norms clarification to develop individual plans for reducing
alcohol use (DeJong et al., 2009). Motivational change programs are a shift from
traditional alcohol awareness events, the most common college drinking prevention
strategy (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Thadani, Huckting, & LaBrie, 2009). Alcohol
awareness interventions present alcohol-related information to students within the context
of summer orientation sessions, awareness weeks, or other special events (DeJong &
Langford, 2002). These strategies have been deemed ineffective when not incorporated
within the context of a comprehensive prevention program, as information alone does not
typically influence attitudes and behaviors within complex college drinking cultures
(DeJong & Langford, 2002; Larimer & Cronce, 2007; Thadani et al., 2009).

6

Despite prolific evidence of effective individually based interventions, there is
little potential that these will influence population level patterns of drinking and related
consequences (Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002). These programs, typically used as a court or
conduct system mandate, do not reach large numbers of students and are targeted
primarily at students identified as alcohol dependent or at-risk of developing dependence
(Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002). While providing interventions to these populations is
imperative, there are significantly more light and moderate drinkers on American college
and university campuses (Weitzman & Nelson, 2004). An analysis of drinking behaviors
and related consequences demonstrates that light and moderate drinkers experience more
alcohol-related consequences than their high-risk drinking peers, suggesting that
individually-focused interventions may not be reaching the most vulnerable populations
(Weitzman & Nelson, 2004). Additionally, research suggests that population level
drinking patterns are not “…reflective of addictive psychopathological behavior, but
rather are the results of social policies, institutional structures, and social norms
concerning alcohol in our society” (Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002, p. 193). Researchers
and practitioners must shift from addressing student alcohol use within the historical
substance abuse paradigm to the holistic social ecological perspective that recognizes the
complexities of college drinking and the influence of social norms and environments
(DeJong & Langford, 2002; Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002).
Interpersonal level interventions. Interpersonal interventions often capitalize
on the significant impact that perceived peer norms have on student drinking behaviors
(Cimini et al., 2009; Perkins, 2002). Research demonstrates that students hold an
exaggerated misperception of college drinking and believe that their peers consume large
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quantities of alcohol more frequently than they actually do (Perkins, 2002). These
misperceptions exist on most college campuses, regardless of institution size, institution
type, student population, and other distinguishing factors (Perkins, 2002). Studies also
demonstrate the impact of these misperceptions, illustrating that student perceptions of
peer drinking behaviors and attitudes are a significant determinant of individual drinking
behaviors (Clapp & McDonnell, 2000; Perkins, 2002). Social norms marketing
campaigns are often used to correct misperceptions and highlight normative messages
using radio and newspaper ads, posters, advertisements in sports complexes, and
electronic and social media (Perkins, 2002). Various studies explore the potential of
these strategies and demonstrate decreases in high-risk drinking which correlate with a
decreased discrepancy between perceived and actual campus norms (DeJong et al., 2009;
Perkins, 2002).
Institutional and societal level interventions. Institutional and societal
interventions focus on positively shifting alcohol cultures and environments in which
college students make decisions regarding drinking (DeJong & Langford, 2002).
Interventions at this level are often referred to as environmental management strategies
and focus on “…eliminating or modifying environmental factors that contribute to the
problem” of college student drinking (DeJong & Langford, 2002, p. 143). These
strategies include providing alcohol-free social options, creating an environment that
promotes healthy norms, decreasing alcohol availability and the promotion of alcohol,
and consistently and effectively enforcing alcohol-related policies and laws (DeJong &
Langford, 2002; Saltz, Welker, Paschall, Feeney, & Fabiano, 2009). Many
environmental management programs manifest themselves within campus and
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community partnerships (Ziemelis, Bucknam, & Elfessi, 2002). The formation of a
campus-community coalition, representative of students, college officials, local police,
community treatment providers, and community members, is highly suggested as a
campus develops a commitment to environmental management strategies (Dowdall,
2009; United States Department of Education, 2010). These partnerships are significant,
as the viewpoints of its constituents represent a more inclusive view of college drinking
than efforts coordinated solely at the campus or administrative level (United States
Department of Education, 2010).
A significant amount of literature describes the potential of environmental
management techniques; however, there is little empirical evidence of their effectiveness
(Dowdall, 2009; Saltz et al., 2009). A 2009 comparison study of environmental
management practices at two public universities showed that the intervention school had
significantly lower heavy episodic drinking rates than the control campus (Saltz et al.,
2009). The intervention school used environmental management techniques which
included heightened enforcement of underage drinking laws, alcohol-free programming
on weekend nights, a ban on campus alcohol marketing, and specialized interventions for
off-campus students (Saltz et al., 2009). The campus continued to offer treatment to
individuals with alcohol use disorders; however, the environmental management
strategies are recognized as the contributing factors that decreased the rate of heavy
episodic drinking among students (Saltz et al., 2009).
Alcohol-free activities. Alcohol-free programs are interventions employed on
college campuses with the intention of creating social opportunities that provide students
with an alternative to alcohol use on weekends and during high-risk times throughout the
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academic year (Patrick, Maggs, & Osgood, 2010). These interventions are designed to
shift campus norms that emphasize excessive and irresponsible alcohol use (DeJong &
Langford, 2002). On many campuses events are student-led as a strategy to engage
students in prevention efforts beyond the traditional peer educator role. Many times these
interventions are packaged as late-night, alcohol-free programming series that are
implemented in direct competition with on and off-campus parties and other drinking
environments. These interventions transcend the different levels of the social ecological
model and provide support to individuals seeking a substance-free environment, facilitate
interpersonal development in an environment free of peer pressure to drink, and
deemphasize the role alcohol plays in the lives of college students (DeJong & Langford,
2002).
An inquiry into the impact of late-night, alcohol-free programming as a
prevention strategy demonstrates that students drink less on days they participate in these
activities (Patrick et al., 2010). These administrator and student driven programs are
designed to reduce college student alcohol consumption by addressing the lack of
structured activity on weekend evenings that leave “…high-risk drinking as the default
option for students seeking spontaneous entertainment” (DeJong & Langford, 2002, p.
143). This single study on late-night, alcohol-free programming also shows a more
significant decrease in heavy episodic drinking among college women on days they
participate in late-night events than their male counterparts (Patrick et al., 2010). This
study provides the only evidence-based insight into alcohol-free late night programming
and its impact on college student drinking behaviors (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Patrick
et al., 2010).
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Other studies explore the role of naturally occurring alcohol-free activities, such
as studying, watching TV, and participating in sports (Murphy, Barnett, & Colby, 2006).
A study of students placed on conduct probation after an alcohol-related medical
emergency determined that academic studies, interacting with friends, and spending time
with family were the most common alcohol-free activities among this population
(Murphy et al., 2006). The most enjoyable alcohol-free activities rated by both sexes
involved interactions with four or more peers, including playing or viewing sports, eating
in restaurants, attending parties without alcohol, and attending formal social events
(Murphy et al., 2006). Again, the significant role that social interaction plays in the lives
of college students as an influencing factor in drinking behaviors and participation in
alcohol-free activities emerges as a theme (Murphy et al., 2006).
Further investigation into the potential of strategic late-night, alcohol-free
programming as a prevention strategy is needed. These interventions provide a unique
opportunity to combat college student alcohol use by designing alcohol-free, healthpromoting environments. Numerous prevention experts and national organizations
recommend this intervention as a promising practice, however, there is little research that
supports this endorsement (DeJong & Langford, 2002; United States Department of
Education, 2010).
Public policy interventions. Much literature on college alcohol policy
emphasizes the 1984 legislation that withheld highway construction funding from states
that did not raise the legal drinking age to 21 (Dowdall, 2009; Hingson, 2010). By 1988,
this legislation served as a triggering mechanism for all 50 states to raise the legal
drinking age (Hingson, 2010). Longitudinal data suggests that this increase in legal age
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to purchase and to consume alcohol has been the most successful strategy to reduce
alcohol related mortality and morbidity among people under the age of 21 (Hingson,
2010). Significant decreases in the frequency of alcohol-related traffic fatalities among
individuals under the age of 21 were documented after the policy’s implementation and
have persisted over a 20-year period between 1988 and 2008 (O’Malley & Johnston,
2002). An analysis of the binge drinking behaviors of high school seniors, full-time
college students, and non-college students during their four years after high school prior
to and after the policy implementation show a decrease of 15% among American high
school seniors, a decrease of 7% among non-college students, and no change in the
number of full-time college students consuming five or more drinks on one occasion
(O’Malley & Johnston, 2002). This finding, coupled with additional research
demonstrating that college students consume greater amounts of alcohol more frequently
than their non-college peers, further establishes a need to recognize the unique
environmental and social factors that contribute to the college drinking culture (O’Malley
& Johnston, 2002; Dowdall 2009; Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002).
The Drug-Free Schools and Community Act (DFSCA) of 1989 is a federal
requirement mandating that colleges and universities provide evidence of alcohol and
substance abuse policies, treatment services, and prevention programming (Dowdall,
2009). Adherence to the DFSCA is required for any higher education institution
receiving federal funding and mandates that each campus provide annual notification to
employees and students informing them of consequences related to local, state, and
federal alcohol and drug policy violations, the health risks associated with alcohol and
substance use, and information pertaining to accessible treatment programs (Dowdall,
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2009). The DFSCA also outlines the process for completing a mandatory biennial review
outlining alcohol and substance-related policies and sanctions, prevention and treatment
programming, and evidence of program effectiveness (Dowdall, 2009). The DFSCA
biennial review process serves as a strategy to engage the campus and surrounding
community in a process of critical reflection during which the strengths and weaknesses
of prevention programs are identified and acted upon (Dowdall, 2009). The DFSCA does
not detail any exact requirements for policy or program implementation, providing great
autonomy to colleges and universities to work in the best interests of their students,
employees, and communities (Dowdall, 2009).
The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime
Statistics Act (Clery Act) of 1990 also has implications for college and university
administrators who are responsible for alcohol and substance prevention (Dowdall,
2009). While this act does not require prevention programming, it does require all
colleges and universities participating in federal financial aid programs to report all
incidents of crime on or in the vicinity of their campus (Dowdall, 2009). Within the
context of alcohol and substance use, colleges and universities are required to report
incidences of liquor-law and drug-law violation (Dowdall, 2009). A goal of the Clery
Act is to promote transparency with crime statistic reporting and raise general awareness
among campus constituents about the type and frequency of crimes occurring on or near
campus (Dowdall, 2009). Again, no guidance is provided detailing requirements for or
best practices in prevention programs.
While public policy has shown documented success with decreasing trafficrelated accidents and drinking among high-school seniors and students not enrolled in
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college immediately following high school, the same impact did not extend to full-time
college students (O’Malley & Johnston, 2002). While college-specific policies and
requirements have been adopted, they focus on reporting incidents and crimes,
documenting evidence of treatment and prevention programs, and raising awareness of
alcohol abuse (Dowdall, 2009). These policies have helped establish college student
drinking as a social problem that impacts all members of a college community, yet
provide little guidance on effective prevention strategies (Dowdall, 2009).
Peer Influence and College Student Drinking
Peer influence is a common theme transcending all levels of intervention and is
often cited as a significant contributing factor to the maintenance of permissive and
dangerous college student drinking cultures (Bosari & Carey, 2001). The range of
influence is typically explored by examining student experiences with direct offers of
alcohol, modeling of drinking behaviors, and perceived descriptive and injunctive social
norms that promote and perpetuate risky alcohol use (Bosai & Carey, 2001; Perkins,
2002). These forms of peer influence intersect and provide a lens through which to view
college student drinking as a socially constructed, complex phenomenon that extends
beyond individual predispositions and choices (DeJong & Langford, 2002, Dowdall,
2009).
Direct peer influence. Active efforts to engage peers in alcohol use are
considered a direct influence and include handing an individual a drink, purchasing a
celebratory drink for a team, or providing explicit encouragement to consume alcohol
(Bosari & Carey, 2001). Most direct peer influence takes place in locations that have
been established as drinking environments, such as bars, sporting events, and college
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house parties (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 1997). Studies that
examine direct peer influence on college student drinking and related consequences are
limited in scope, but do demonstrate the emergence of three themes (Bosari & Carey,
2001; Dowdall, 2009).
Gatekeeping function. Historical research on direct peer influence demonstrates
that not drinking within the context of the college social environment is viewed as an
abnormal behavior (Rabow & Duncan-Schill, 1994). A qualitative inquiry into the
experiences of college student non-drinkers highlights that while in an environment
where alcohol is available, the act of non-drinking leads to repeated offers of alcohol,
teasing, and harassment (Rabow & Duncan-Schill, 1994). Additionally, participants
shared that in some instances non-drinking behavior led to being excluded from future
social opportunities (Rabow & Duncan-Schill, 1994). It appears that drinking may serve
a gatekeeping function, allowing some students to be invited into a social circle while
excluding others (Dowdall, 2009; Rabow & Duncan-Schill, 1994; Perkins, 2002).
Social connectivity. The second theme found in research on direct influence
demonstrates that students who report higher levels of social connectivity within a peer
group are more likely to resist direct peer influence to drink (Shore, Rivers, & Berman,
1983). Positive correlates to refusal of direct offers to drink have been established as
high levels of social confidence, socializing with an established peer group, being female,
and being of upper class academic status (Shore et al., 1983). These findings
demonstrate that students transitioning to the college environment and males adhering to
prescribed gender roles may be most susceptible to direct peer influence to drink (Bosari
& Carey, 2001; Shore et al., 1983).
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Direct offers and drinking behaviors. A third research finding demonstrates a
positive association between direct offers to drink and an individual’s drinking behavior
(Wood, Read, Palfai, & Stevenson, 2001). This study is limited, as it did not explore the
role of predetermined motivations for drinking in the participant’s decision to accept or to
decline an offer of alcohol (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Wood et al., 2001).
While research on direct peer influence on college student drinking is uncommon
and dated, the findings presented demonstrate that active peer pressure is most common
in established drinking environments and has a greater impact on specific student
populations, including first-year students (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Rabow & DuncanSchill, 1994). Each of these themes supports further research on late-night, alcohol-free
programming and its potential to create health-promoting campus environments free of
direct influence to drink and opportunities to develop positive social relationships in
settings that deemphasize the role of alcohol.
Perceived descriptive and injunctive social norms. Both descriptive and
injunctive drinking norms are indirect influences on college student drinking behaviors
(Bosari & Carey, 2001; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). Descriptive norms are “…the
perception of others’ quantity and frequency of drinking in discrete drinking situations”
(Carey & Bosari, 2001, p. 401). Injunctive norms “…reflect the perceptions of others’
approval of drinking and represent perceived moral rules of the peer group (Bosari &
Carey, 2001, p. 402). Both types of norms are used by college students to navigate the
college drinking culture and to determine what behaviors are widely accepted and those
which are not (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002).
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A primary finding in literature suggests that students overestimate both the
quantity and frequency at which their peers drink and that the majority of students believe
that peers have more liberal attitudes towards alcohol than themselves (Perkins &
Berkowitz, 1986; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). This distorted image of college student
drinking and its negative impact on actual drinking behaviors and attitudes is highlighted
in several studies (Perkins, 1994; Perkins & Berkowitz, 1986). It is suggested that these
incongruences influence student drinking behaviors and attitudes as students attempt to
match what they perceive other students to believe and do (Perkins, 1997).
Social Norms Theory and Interventions
Social norms theory recognizes the role of peer influence in student decisionmaking related to individual alcohol use and the maintenance of permissive college
drinking environments (Perkins, 1997). Social norms theory, a product of Berkowitz and
Perkin’s early research on peer pressure supports the idea that “…the strongest peer
influence may occur indirectly through the individual’s perceptions of peer” (Perkins,
1997, p. 183). As discussed, college students generally hold erroneous and inaccurate
beliefs regarding the drinking behaviors and attitudes of their peers (Dowdall, 2009;
Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). These misperceptions guide how individuals socially
construct the environments around them and how they respond to cultural and
environmental cues (Perkins, 2002). As a result of these misperceptions, students may
assume that an individual who perhaps drank too much did so intentionally, that every
member of a specific social group drinks every weekend, or that a specific residence hall
is the “drunk dorm” because of the behaviors of a few residents (Perkins, 2002). These
stories are rooted in misperceived norms and are continually shared among peers. These
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stories then influence student behavior and become a “…self-fulfilling prophecy”
(Perkins, 1997, p. 192). Environments must be designed that limit the permissiveness of
these stories. Figure 1.2 models this phenomenon and its influence on individual student
behaviors and attitudes.
Perception of
Peer Norm

Personal
Attitude
Actual
Peer Norm

Personal Alcohol
Use

Figure 1.2. A model of peer norms impact on personal alcohol use and attitudes.
Reprinted from Designing Alcohol and Other Drug Prevention Programs in Higher
Education: Bringing Theory into Practice (p. 181), by H. W. Perkins, 1997: Boston, MA:
The Higher Education Center for Alcohol and Other Drug Prevention. Copyright 1997
by the United States Department of Education.
Most literature regards peer influence as a negative occurrence that encourages
unhealthy, maladaptive, or dangerous behavior among adolescents and young adults
(Bosari & Carey, 2001; Perkins, 1997). College drinking researchers and practitioners
have recently begun to engage peer influence as a strategy to re-socialize students into the
college environment through social norms marketing campaigns and curriculum infusion
(DeJong, 2007; Perkins, 2002). Various studies explore the potential of these strategies,
demonstrating decreases in high-risk drinking which correlates with a decreasing
discrepancy between perceived and actual campus norms (DeJong et al., 2009; Perkins,
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2002). One such study showed that the marketing of norms that reflect the true behaviors
of the majority reduced students’ perceived rate of heavy drinking by 18% and actual rate
of heavy drinking by 16% over a two-year period (Haines & Spear, 1996).
Interventions using a social norms foundation have been identified by the
National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) as a promising practice
requiring additional evidence of effectiveness (Dejong, 2009). Proponents of these
interventions appreciate the data-driven focus, the potential for population-based
intervention, the focus on highlighting positive behaviors, and the belief that social norms
interventions and related prevention efforts “…draw continual strength from the students’
own lives” (Haines & Rice, 2005, p. 28). Critics of social norms interventions argue that
there never will be sufficient evidence that these strategies are effective in preventing
college student drinking, as they are context specific and difficult to replicate (Dowdall,
2009; Perkins, 1997). While some find this worthy of criticism, others praise the ability
to tailor this prevention strategy to their respective campuses (Perkins, 2002).
Social norms theory provides an opportunity to further understand student
perceptions as they relate to late-night, alcohol-free programming as an alternative to
college student drinking. The limited research on these interventions focuses primarily
on the drinking behaviors of students who participate in college sanctioned or naturally
occurring alcohol-free activities (Murphy et al., 2006; Patrick et al., 2010). Applying
social norms theory within the context of late-night, alcohol-free programming can
provide evidence that demonstrates the potential of these interventions to serve as a highrisk drinking prevention strategy among college students.
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Problem Statement
College student drinking is a complex and pervasive social problem requiring a
shift from individually based interventions to prevention strategies that focus on creating
healthy campus communities (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Stokols, 1996). Currently,
many college and university prevention programs operate within the substance abuse
paradigm and focus on treating students identified as problem drinkers (Toomey &
Wagenaar, 2002). These programs, when rooted in motivational change theory, do
demonstrate effectiveness in decreasing risky behavior in individuals but lack the ability
to transform campus alcohol environments (Baer et al., 2001; DeJong et al., 2009). There
is little research on interventions related to alcohol-free late night programs, which
provide a social alternative to alcohol use and have the potential to influence positive,
population-wide behavior change (DeJong & Langford, 2002). These programs may
decrease student alcohol use, provide structured social activities, create safe and healthy
environments, and help limit the loss of life, unintentional injuries, violence, and
academic consequences that are all too common outcomes of college student alcohol use
(Hingson, 2010).
Problem Questions
Significant research demonstrates the role of peer influence in determining
individual drinking behaviors among college students (Bosari & Carey, 2001). Student
misperceptions of their peers’ alcohol use and attitudes related to drinking behaviors have
been established as contributing factors to permissive college drinking environments and
increases in high-risk drinking behaviors of individuals (Perkins, 2002). The use of
social norms interventions challenges these misperceptions and has been associated with
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decreases in both individual alcohol use and the acceptance of permissive campus norms
among college students (Perkins, 2002).
With minimal research existing on alcohol-free late night programs as a
prevention strategy, it is important that prevention practitioners and student affairs
professionals understand the norms that college students have associated with these
interventions (Patrick, Maggs, & Osgood, 2010). Understanding these norms will help
determine the potential of late night programming to permeate campus drinking cultures
(Boyd & Faden, 2002).
This study contributed to the literature on late-night, alcohol-free programming
and its potential to serve as part of a comprehensive, high-risk drinking prevention
program within the college context. This study uses a series of questions to apply social
norms theory to college student behaviors and attitudes pertaining to late-night, alcoholfree programming. The following definitions were used in this study: (a) non-drinkers
were defined as participants who have not consumed alcohol within the previous 30 days;
(b) drinkers were defined as participants who have used alcohol within the previous 30
days, but did not consume five or more drinks in one sitting within the past two weeks;
and (c) binge drinkers were defined as participants who reported status as a drinker and
consumed five or more drinks in one sitting within the past two weeks (Southern Illinois
University – Carbondale, 2004).
Question grouping I: personal behaviors and attitudes. To determine the
potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming to serve as a high-risk drinking
prevention strategy, it is important to understand the behaviors and attitudes held by
college students regarding these interventions. The survey instrument was a hybrid model
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based on the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey and locally developed questions
regarding perceptions of late-night, alcohol-free programs (Southern Illinois University Carbondale, 2004). The survey tool includes measures to answer the following questions
pertaining to personal behaviors and attitudes:


Within the past year, how many late-night, alcohol-free events did nondrinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers attend?



How likely is it that non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers will attend
late-night, alcohol-free activities?

Question grouping II: perceptions of peer behaviors and attitudes. Employing
a social norms perspective, the second group of questions focuses on determining what
students believe their peers’ behaviors and attitudes regarding late-night, alcohol-free
programming to be. Measures will be used to determine the perceived descriptive and
injunctive norms of both close friends and typical college students as a strategy to explore
trends among proximal and distal social groups. The survey tool includes measures to
answer the following questions pertaining to this study:


How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge
drinkers believe their close friends attended within the past year?



What do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers believe to be the
likelihood that their close friends will attend a late-night, alcohol-free
activity?



How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge
drinkers believe typical college students attended within the past year?
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What do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers believe to be the
likelihood that typical college students will attend a late-night, alcohol-free
activity?

Question grouping III: relationships between actual and perceived norms.
The final research question set explores the difference between actual norms held by
students and the descriptive and injunctive norms that they hold of their peers. This
comparison will answer the following questions:


Is there a relationship between personal behaviors pertaining to late-night,
alcohol-free event attendance and the perceived attendance of peers?



Is there a relationship between actual student attitudes pertaining to late night,
alcohol-free event attendance and perceived likelihood of peer attendance?

Conclusion
The need for new strategies to address the permissive and pervasive social
environments that perpetuate college student drinking is significant. Late night, alcoholfree programming is one strategy that may help to shift prevention strategies toward
efforts inclusive of environmental management strategies (DeJong & Langford, 2002;
Stokols, 1996). Utilizing a social norms perspective to further explore this prevention
strategy will provide insight into the potential for late-night, alcohol-free programming to
positively shift campus drinking cultures.
The following chapter reviews literature detailing the influence of injunctive
social norms on college student drinking, taking into account variables related to
intrapersonal traits, social connections, social group involvement, and alcohol-related
experiences. The chapter places the need for research on late-night, alcohol-free
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programming within the context of current literature and justifies the purpose of the
methodology proposed in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Influence of others of importance, including peers and parents, has been cited as a
factor that contributes to both problematic drinking at the individual level and the
maintenance of social norms that create a permissive campus environment where highrisk drinking behaviors and attitudes are widely accepted (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Perkins,
2002). The following literature review presents a foundation for understanding indirect
peer influence on student drinking behaviors. A review of empirical research on
injunctive norms and their influence on college student drinking is then presented. The
inclusion criteria for this literature review required studies to focus on college students at
four year institutions within the United States. Studies on community college
populations were excluded from the study as most of these campuses are not residential
and serve large populations of non-traditional age students. Studies were excluded from
this review if only descriptive norms were explored as variables contributing to student
drinking behaviors or if the focus of the study was on determining the effectiveness of
social norms oriented interventions. All included studies were published between 2003
and 2012 and were retrieved from Academic Search Complete and APA PsycNET using
the search phrases “college drinking” and “injunctive norms.” The literature included in
this review provides insight into the influence of perceived peer behaviors related to and
approval of college drinking and its consequences.
This chapter concludes with a synopsis of research methodologies, common
themes, and areas for further inquiry. The reviewed literature is also used to frame a
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research study exploring the behaviors, attitudes, and perceived peer norms held by
college students pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free activities. This study will help
determine the potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming to serve as a prevention
strategy and provide insight into the development and implementation of these
interventions.
Social Norms and College Student Drinking
College is perhaps the most “…peer intensive environment” in existence (Perkins,
1997, p. 179). Social norms and peer influence have been identified as the strongest
predictors of how often and how much college students drink (Bosari & Carey, 2001;
LaBrie, Hummer, & Neighbors, 2008; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). Norms are defined
as “…self-instructions to do what is perceived to be correct by members of a culture”
(DeMartini, Carey, Lao, & Luciano, 2011, p. 347). The socially constructed
phenomenon of college drinking is attributed to a culture in which there is easy access to
alcohol, large amounts of unstructured free-time, and permissive descriptive and
injunctive social norms (DeJong & Langford, 2002). Descriptive norms are “…the
perception of others’ quantity and frequency of drinking in discrete drinking situations,”
while injunctive norms “…reflect the perceptions of others’ approval of drinking and
represent perceived moral rules of the peer group (Bosari & Carey, 2001, p. 401). Both
types of norms are used by college students to navigate the college drinking culture and
to determine what behaviors, attitudes, and consequences are widely accepted and those
which are not (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002).
A common finding in literature on college student drinking norms shows that
students overestimate both the quantity and frequency at which their peers drink and that
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the majority of students believe that peers have more liberal attitudes towards alcohol
than themselves (Perkins & Berkowitz, 1986; Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). These
perceived drinking norms create an environment that promotes and perpetuates
“…heavier drinking patterns by light/moderate drinkers and/or buffers heavier drinkers
from the realization that their use is extreme” (DeMartini, Carey, Lao, & Luciano, 2011,
p. 348). Social norms, both descriptive and injunctive, contribute to risky individual
drinking behaviors and permissive campus alcohol environments (DeJong & Langford,
2002; Perkins, 2002).
Injunctive Norms and College Student Drinking Behaviors
Mallett, Bachrach, and Turrisi (2009) examined the interactions between
interpersonal and intrapersonal perceptions of drinking and self-reported drinking
behaviors of an undergraduate student population (n = 303). Surveys were used to collect
information on personal drinking behaviors using the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as
cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), descriptive and injunctive norms using the
Drinking Norms Rating Form (as cited in Baer, 1991), and intrapersonal perceptions
using the items from the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Norms Survey (as cited in Core,
1995). Multiple regression analyses were employed to explore the variance in
intrapersonal drinking measures, interpersonal descriptive and injunctive norms, and
actual drinking behaviors. This analysis was controlled for ethnicity, gender, and weight.
Results showed that the perception of closest friends’ drinking (b = 0.43) and the
intrapersonal measures of perceptions of drunkenness (b = 0.54) and drinking intentions
(b = 1.11) were significant predictors of weekly alcohol consumption. Perception of
closest friends’ drinking (b = 0.18), perceived attitudes of others (b = -0.47), and all three
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intrapersonal measures (attitudes towards drinking, b = 1.29; perception of drunkenness,
b = 0.35; drinking intentions, b = 0.78) were established as significant predictors of
weekend alcohol consumption. Peak drinking occasions, the greatest amount of alcohol
consumed in the past 30 days, was significantly predicted by closest friends’ drinking (b
= 0.16) and all three intrapersonal measures (attitudes towards drinking, b = 1.63;
perception of drunkenness, b = 0.49; drinking intentions, b = 0.68).
The negative relationship identified between individual drinking behaviors and
the injunctive norms related to perceived attitudes of others is unique to this study and
not supported by other studies on injunctive norms presented in this review (Bosari &
Carey, 2001). This study did demonstrate the power of injunctive norms on influencing
weekly, weekend, and peak drinking behaviors of students, as well as the role of
proximity of reference groups in determining the significance of these impacts on
individual alcohol use.
Lee, Geisner, Lewis, Neighbors, and Larimer (2007) explored the moderating role
of injunctive norms in the relationship between perceived prevalence of friends’ drinking
and personal alcohol consumption. Web-based assessments were completed by 1,400
first-year students and assessed personal drinking behaviors using the Daily Drinking
Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), social drinking motives using
the Drinking Motives Questionnaire (as cited in Cooper, 1994), and descriptive and
injunctive norms using the Drinking Norms Rating Form (as cited in as cited in Baer,
1991). A paired samples t-test was used to demonstrate discrepancies between estimates
of closest friends’ weekly alcohol consumption and actual weekly alcohol consumption
reported (t = -24.32, 1,379 df, p < .001; d = 0.65). A similar discrepancy was also
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documented for injunctive norms related to perceptions of closest friends’ approval of
risky drinking and actual attitudes reported (t = -5.72, 1,380 df, p < .001; d = 0.15).
A hierarchical multiple regression analysis controlled for demographics was used
to determine if a synergistic effect between perceived descriptive and perceived
injunctive norms exists for close friends and weekly drinks consumed. This analysis
showed that the relationship between descriptive norms and drinking was strongest for
those with higher injunctive norms (β = .42, p < .001, d = 0.93), but was still significant
for those with lower injunctive norms (β = .29, p < .001, d = 0.49). Further analysis
show that when social motives for drinking are high, the relationship between descriptive
norms and personal drinking was stronger for those with higher injunctive norms than
lower injunctive norms (d = 0.27; t = 5.04, p < .001). These findings show a positive
interaction among perceptions of proximal reference group drinking behavior (close
friends) and one’s own drinking is stronger for students who believe their peers approved
of risky drinking behaviors, particularly those drinking for social reasons.
The influence of injunctive norms and perceptions of peer approval of college
drinking has been established as a predictor of alcohol use among individual college
students and highlights the important role that proximal reference groups play in
modeling and influencing behavior (Lee, Geisner, Lewis, Neighbors, & Larimer, 2007;
Mallett, Bachrach, & Turrisi, 2009). Late-night, alcohol-free programs have the potential
to support college student relationship building in an environment that deemphasizes the
role of alcohol in social activity. To understand the potential of these interventions and
make sound judgments regarding their development and implementation, it is important

29

to understand student perceptions and the perceived injunctive norms they believe their
peers hold regarding these opportunities.
Injunctive Norms, Alcohol-Related Consequences, and Protective Strategies
Four studies in this targeted literature review explore injunctive norms in relation
to alcohol-related consequences and the use of protective behavioral strategies. Alcoholrelated consequences include incidents of vomiting, hangovers, missed classes, and
participating in behaviors that are later regretted. Behavioral protective strategies include
harm reduction methods such as counting drinks, alternating alcoholic and non-alcoholic
drinks, and setting a drinking limit. Participation in late-night, alcohol-free activities may
significantly reduce the chances of college students experiencing negative consequences
of alcohol use and has the potential to be an effective behavioral protective strategy,
reducing both direct and indirect peer influence to drink.
Alcohol-related problems and consequences. Neighbors, Lee, Lewis, Fossos,
and Larimer (2007) studied 818 first-year, undergraduate students who had self-reported
at least one heavy drinking episode within the past month as a strategy to explore how
demographics, social norms, drinking motives, and alcohol expectancies predict alcohol
use and alcohol-related problems experiences. Each web-based survey consisted of
measures from the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Martlatt,
1985), the Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index (as cited in White & Labouvie, 1989), the
Norms Rating Form (as cited in Baer, 1991), the Drinking Motives Questionnaire (as
cited in Cooper, 1994), and the Comprehensive Effects of Alcohol Questionnaire (as
cited in Fromme, 1993).
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Preliminary analysis showed that while some correlations were small, all
predictors measured were significantly and positively associated with either alcohol
consumption, alcohol problems, or in many cases, both. Multiple regression analyses
were then used to control for different variables and identify unique predictors of college
student drinking and consequences.
Predictors of alcohol consumption were explored by regressing weekly individual
alcohol use on demographic, descriptive norm, injunctive norm, drinking motive, and
alcohol expectancy measures. These predictors explained 37% of the variance in alcohol
consumption, with the most significant factors being descriptive norms (d = .84, t =
11.88, p < .001), fraternity/sorority membership (d = .47, t = 6.67, p < .001), and gender
(d = .41, t = 5.76, p < .001). Injunctive norms for friends were shown to have a small
predicting effect on consumption (d = .39, t = 5.49, p < .001), as did injunctive norms for
parents (d = .15, t = 2.16, p < .05).
Predictors of alcohol problems were explored by regressing Rutgers Alcohol
Problem Index scores (sum of the 25 items, α = .92) on demographic, descriptive norm,
injunctive norm, drinking motive, and alcohol expectancy measures. These predictors
explained 24% of the variance in alcohol-related problems, with coping motives for
drinking (d = .39, t = 5.50, p < .001) and negative expectancies (d = .36, t = 5.05, p <
.001) being the strongest predictors of alcohol problems. Descriptive norms (d = .22, t =
3.07, p < .01), parent injunctive norms (d = .19, t = 2.66, p < .01), and peer injunctive
norms (d = .18, t = 2.56, p < .05) each had small predicting effects.
A final hierarchal regression was used to determine the mediating effects of
descriptive norms, peer injunctive norms, and parent injunctive norms by examining
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alcohol problems as a result of alcohol consumption at Step 1, then all additional
predictors at Step 2. Results showed that after controlling for consumption, neither
descriptive norms (d = -.06, t = -0.92, p = NS) nor peer injunctive norms (d = .05, t =
0.74, p = NS) remained significant predictors of alcohol-related problems. Parent
injunctive norms, however, did remain a significant predictor of alcohol-related problems
(d = .14, t = 2.05, p < .05). These results show that alcohol-related problems and
consequences are the results of heavier alcohol use and not the influence of descriptive
and injunctive social norms, except in the case of parent approval levels related to alcohol
use.
LaBrie, Hummer, Neighbors, and Larimer (2010) explored the relationship
between perceived campus drinking norms and alcohol-related consequences among
undergraduate students at two west-coast higher education institutions. Participants (n =
3,753) were randomly selected from each campus and completed an online survey
consisting of questions derived from the Injunctive Norms Questionnaire (as cited in
Baer, 1994), the Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index (as cited in White & Labouvie, 1989),
and the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985).
Participants were asked to report the extent to which they believed different reference
groups approved of drinking behaviors related to consuming alcohol each weekend,
drinking daily, driving after drinking, and consuming alcohol to the point of passing out.
The 11 reference groups examined in this study ranged from a typical student on campus,
students of the same sex, race, and fraternity or sorority membership, various
combinations of these demographics, parents, and close friends. These groups represent
a reference group spectrum ranging from distal to proximal relationships.

32

Associations among perceived injunctive norms and alcohol problems
experienced by participants were assessed using zero-order correlations and highlight
stronger relationships between injunctive norms and alcohol problems as reference
groups became more proximate to an individual. The weakest correlation existed
between perceived typical student attitudes and alcohol problems (p < .01), while the
strongest relationship existed between perceived permissive attitudes of close friends and
alcohol problems (p < .001). Intrapersonal alcohol beliefs and experienced alcohol
problems were also significantly related (p < .001), suggesting that intrapersonal factors
also contribute to negative consequences of drinking.
LaBrie et al. (2010) supports other studies that have distinguished reference group
proximity as a significant factor in the strength of injunctive norm influence on alcoholrelated consequences. This study examined 11 reference groups, more than any other
study, and determined that the most powerful interactions existed between misperceived
levels of peer injunctive norms and alcohol-related consequences experienced by
students.
Each of these studies highlights the impact that injunctive norms of proximal
reference group members have on the alcohol-related consequences experienced by
college students (LaBrie et al., 2010; Neighbors et al., 2007). Late-night, alcohol-free
programming is an intervention that may establish health-promoting social groups by
creating attractive alternatives to college student alcohol use and fostering an
environment in which peer socialization is not rooted in alcohol use. The development of
proximal peer relationships that do not engage alcohol as a bonding strategy has the
potential to shift individual drinking behaviors and campus culture.
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Protective behavioral strategies. Gender specific descriptive and injunctive
norms assigned to protective behavioral strategy use while drinking was the focus of
Lewis, Rees, and Lee’s 2009 study. The objective of this study was to determine the role
of same-sex and opposite-sex perceptions of protective behavioral strategy use and their
effects on individual protective behavioral strategy use. The undergraduate student
population surveyed (n = 1,002) completed a web-based survey consisting of questions
from the Young Adult Alcohol Problems Screening Test (as cited in Hurlbut & Sher,
1992), the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), the
Drinking Norms Rating Form (as cited in Baer, Stacy, & Larimer, 1991), the Protective
Behavioral Strategies Survey (as cited in Martens at al, 2005), and measures for
perceived behavioral protective strategy use.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to explore
discrepancies in actual student use of protective behavioral strategies and perceived use
of protective behavioral strategies among peers. Protective behavioral strategy measures
were entered as dependent variables, while personal use of strategies and perceived use of
strategies were entered as within-subject factors. Gender of the survey participant was
entered as a between-subjects factor. Both males and females reported personal use of
protective behavioral strategies at higher rates than their peers, F(6, 640) = 339.42, p <
.001, η2p = .76. Perceived use of strategies was reported lower for a typical male than a
typical female (p < .001). Females perceived typical male students to less frequently use
protective behavioral studies than typical female students, F(6, 640) = 29.06, p < .001,
η2p = .21. An examination of zero-ordered correlations shows that participants who
perceived students of the same sex as consuming more alcohol or having more
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permissive attitudes of alcohol was associated with perceiving the typical same sex
student as using protective behavioral strategies less. This same finding was true for
perceptions of students of the opposite-sex.
Correlation and hierarchical regression analyses were used to determine the
relationships between social norms and protective behavioral strategy use. Greater use of
protective behavioral strategies was associated with consuming fewer drinks (β = -0.11, p
< .05, d = -0.17) and having less alcohol-related problems (β = -0.13, p < .05, d = -0.20).
Greater use of protective behavioral strategies was also predicted by having a more
conservative attitude of drinking behavior (β = -0.29, p < .001, d = -0.53). Student
perceptions of typical same-sex student consumption were also found to predict the
frequency at which individuals used protective behavioral strategies. In regards to
injunctive norms, the more permissive typical same sex perceptions of attitudes towards
alcohol use are, the less they used protective behavioral strategies themselves. This study
demonstrates that gender-normative misperceptions do contribute to use of harm
reduction methods among college students.
Participation in late-night, alcohol-free activities can be considered a protective or
harm reduction strategy, as it limits alcohol availability and removes the permissive peer
influence found in college alcohol environments. A deeper understanding of the actual
and perceived injunctive norms associated with late-night programs may or may not
provide evidence demonstrating positive attitudes toward these opportunities and strong
levels of interest in participation.
Alcohol-related problems and protective behavioral strategies. DeMartini,
Carey, Lao, and Luciano (2011) also examined the influence of injunctive norms on
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alcohol-related consequences, as well as the use of strategies to reduce alcohol-related
harm. Participants (n = 324) were enrolled in an introductory psychology class at a large
northeastern university and completed online surveys containing questions from the Daily
Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985) to determine
individual drinking characteristics, questions derived from the Brief Young Adult
Alcohol Consequences Questionnaire (as cited in Kahler, Strong, & Read, 2005) and the
Protective Behavioral Strategies Scale (as cited in Martens et al., 2005) to assess
perceived injunctive norms of acceptability, various alcohol consequences, and the use of
harm reduction techniques.
Differences in self-acceptability and peer-acceptability of negative consequences
were examined using paired t-tests and demonstrated that individuals perceived
themselves (M = 1.90, SD = 0.59) as less accepting of negative consequences than their
peers (M = 2.43, SD = 0.85). This difference was significant, t (321) = 11.53, p < 0.001).
Similar methods were used to explore differences in self-acceptability and peeracceptability for the use of protective strategies while drinking. Individual students
perceived themselves (M = 4.60, SD = 1.07) to be more open to the use of protective
strategies than their peers (M = 4.09, SD = 1.20), t (323) = -8.75, p < 0.001). To further
explore findings, mixed between-within subjects ANOVA were used to explore
interactions between gender (male, female) and year in school (freshmen, upperclassmen)
and perceptions of campus drinking norms (rating targets: self, friend, average students),
acceptability of negative drinking consequences (rating targets: self, friend), and
acceptability of protective behavior strategies (rating targets: self, friend).
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In regards to perceptions of campus drinking norms, both men and women held
similar injunctive norms for their friends, F (1,322) = 1.75, p = 0.19 (males M = 8.42, SD
= 0.19; females M = 8.10, SD = 0.15), and the average student, F (1,322) = 0.264, p =
0.61 (males M = 7.31, SD = 0.17; females M = 7.42, SD = 0.14). Perceptions of campus
drinking norms and year in school interactions were also found to be not significant,
demonstrating that freshmen and upperclassmen held similar perceptions about personal,
average student, and friend comfort levels with campus drinking norms, F (1.81, 579.99)
= 0.26, p = 0.75. These findings demonstrate that a discrepancy between actual student
attitudes and perceived injunctive norms is found with each gender and throughout the
student lifecycle.
Male students (M = 2.10, SD = 0.66) reported higher levels of acceptance of
negative consequences than female students (M = 1.76, SD = 0.50). Both genders
reported self-acceptance ratings for these consequences (M = 1.90, SD = 0.59) as lower
than ratings of friend acceptability (M = 2.48, SD = 0.05). In regard to year in school,
both freshmen and upperclassmen perceived themselves as less accepting of negative
consequences than their peers. Again, misperceptions among actual approval rates and
perceived injunctive norms are found, this time within the context of acceptability of
negative consequences.
The social norms phenomenon was also found to exist when examining injunctive
norms related to acceptance of using harm reduction strategies while drinking. Females
(M = 4.78, SD = 1.03) reported higher personal acceptance of the use of protective
behavioral strategies than males (M = 4.34, SD = 1.08), while both freshmen and
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upperclassmen reported personal acceptance levels at higher rates than the perceived
acceptance levels assigned to their peers.
The discrepancy between actual beliefs and attitudes and perceived injunctive
norms related to alcohol-related problems and the use of protective behavioral strategies
supports exploring the actual and perceived attitudes related to alcohol-free, late-night
programming. When intentional in nature, late night programming may provide
attractive alternatives to drinking and has the potential to decrease negative consequences
experienced by students. These same interventions may also shift campus descriptive
and injunctive norms related to alcohol consumption and the use of protective behavioral
strategies, including participation in alcohol-free activities.
Injunctive Norms, Intrapersonal Traits, and College Student Drinking
Many studies explore how injunctive norms interact with different intrapersonal
traits and characteristics to influence individual alcohol use and alcohol related problems.
These studies support the exploration of college student drinking as a complex social
problem that is influenced by determinants at varying social levels (DeJong & Langford,
2002).
Self-determination. Chawla, Neighbors, Logan, Lewis, Fossos (2009) examined
the interaction of injunctive norms for friends and parents, both proximal reference
groups, as factors that mediate the relationships between self-determination and drinking.
For this study, the General Causality Orientation Scale (as cited in Deci & Ryan, 1985)
was used to classify participant behaviors as controlled, demonstrating “…extrinsically
regulated behavior with greater sensitivity to others,” or autonomous, demonstrating
behavior that is intrinsic and a concept that “…one’s actions come from oneself…”
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(Chawla et al., 2009, p. 93). Participant (n = 818) drinking behaviors were assessed
using the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985).
Perceived injunctive norms of peers and parents were assessed using an eight-item
inventory. Inclusion parameters for this study required participants to have reported one
or more heavy drinking episode in the past month.
A mediation analysis/model using controlled orientation and autonomy
orientation as exogenous variables, injunctive norms for friends and injunctive norms for
parents as mediating variables, alcohol use as the dependent variable, and gender as a
covariate was employed in this study. This model was determined as fit
(χ2 = 11.84, 2/818 df, p <.01; CFI = .977, NFI = .973; RMSEA = .078). Each pathway in
the mediation model was statistically significant (p < .001), except the paths from
controlled orientation to perceived approval of parents (p = .08), perceived approval of
parents to drinks per week (p = .06), and gender to perceived parent approval (p = .97).
Perceived approval of friends as a mediator of the relationship between selfdetermination and weekly drinking was analyzed by exploring pathways for both
controlled orientation and autonomous orientation. In regards to controlled orientation,
participants reported higher injunctive peer norms for acceptability of alcohol use, which
was associated with higher weekly drinking rates. This path tested significant, supporting
these misperceptions as a mediating variable (z = 3.90, p < .001). Participants with
autonomous orientation perceived peers as less approving of drinking and, in turn,
consumed fewer drinks per week (z = 3.41, p < .001). Similar pathway analyses were
used to determine the role of perceived parent attitudes as a mediator of the relationship
between self-determination and drinking. Neither path from controlled orientation to
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drinking (z = 1.28, p = NS) or autonomous orientation to drinking (z = 1.65, p = NS) was
determined to be significant in mediating the relationship between self-determination and
drinking.
College campuses are environments in which peer influence is intensive, where
individuals are in a state of transition to adulthood, and where students turn to their peers
for social cues on how to behave and what attitudes to hold (Perkins, 2009). This study
demonstrates that students whose behaviors are extrinsically motivated believe their peers
hold permissive beliefs about alcohol use (Chawla et al., 2009). Late night, alcohol-free
programming may create health-promoting peer groups, support alcohol-free
socialization, and create positive campus norms related to alcohol use. These
interventions may potentially decrease peer pressure that disproportionally influence
students who are extrinsically motivated (Chawala et al., 2009).
Self-consciousness. LaBrie, Hummer, and Neighbors (2008) explored the role of
self-consciousness (SC) as a moderating factor between perceived injunctive norms and
drinking among a sample (n = 1,168) of fraternity, sorority, and service organization
members at a western university. This study utilized a computer-based survey containing
questions assessing individual alcohol consumption, the Self-Consciousness Scale (as
cited in Fenigstein et al., 1979), items from the House Acceptability Questionnaire (as
cited in Larimer, 1992), and questions adapted from the Core Alcohol and Other Drug
Survey (as cited in Core, 1995) designed to collect information on descriptive and
injunctive peer norms. For the purpose of this study, SC is explored using domains
defined as private (inward) SC, public (outward) SC, and social anxiety. Private SC
describes individuals who “…are concerned with attending to their inner thoughts and
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feelings,” while an individual high in public SC “…exhibits various behaviors based on
reactions of others to the self”. Social anxiety refers to “…the general discomfort felt in
the presence of others” (LaBrie et al., 2008, p. 1,530).
Two hierarchical multiple regression analyses were employed to explore the
influence of descriptive and injunctive norms independently. In each regression, average
drinks per month served as the dependent variable while gender, perceived norms
(descriptive or injunctive), and self-consciousness types served as independent variables.
Further regression explored more complex interactions between the variables. At step 1,
results demonstrated more drinking among men than women and less drinking among
participants higher in private SC and social anxiety. Further analysis showed that
participants who held more permissive perceived injunctive norms consumed more
alcohol, with significant relationships between perceived injunctive norms and alcohol
use for both men (β = .42, p < .001) and women (β = .16, p < .001).
A relationship between public SC and drinking among women (β = .09, p < .05)
was found to be significant; however, the same interactions were not significant for men
(β = -.07, p = NS). Male participants higher in private SC reported a stronger relationship
between perceived injunctive norms and drinking than female participants (β = .25, p <
.001). Social anxiety was identified as a moderating factor for interactions between
perceived injunctive norms and drinking, particularly among males (β = .27, p < .001).
These findings suggest that interactions between perceived injunctive norms and actual
drinking behaviors are impacted by both self-consciousness and gender.
This study, much like the study on self-determination, distinguishes between
internal and external influences on behaviors. Late night, alcohol-free programs have the
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potential to support positive behaviors among individuals with both intrinsic and extrinsic
orientations by limiting direct and indirect peer influence to consume alcohol and by
providing substance-free social options for those who do not drink.
Willingness to experience alcohol-related consequences. Mallett, Varvil-Weld,
Turrisi, and Read (2011) highlighted the relationship between alcohol-related
consequences experienced, perceived attitudes and norms of peers, and individual
willingness to experience these consequences. Participants (n = 167) were freshmen at a
large northeastern university and were randomly selected from the registrar’s student
roster. Participants completed an online survey containing questions to assess personal
drinking behaviors derived from the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins,
Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), experience with alcohol-related consequences derived from the
Young Adult Alcohol Problems Screening Test (as cited in Hurlbut & Sher, 1992), and
measures related to behavioral willingness, consequence attitude, and perceived peer
injunctive and descriptive norms. Initial analysis demonstrated that participant
willingness to experience alcohol-related consequences and drinking behaviors were
significantly correlated with the consequences experienced (p < 0.01 for all
relationships). Further analysis using a structural equation models for each consequence
(hangover, vomiting, blackout, becoming rude or obnoxious) was used to examine the
relationships between consequence, behavioral willingness, consequence attitude, and
perceived peer and descriptive norms. The models were determined fit (CFI = .97 to .98;
RMSEA = .06 to .08).
Path analyses demonstrated that behavioral willingness was significantly
associated with all consequences when controlled for drinking (all ts > 6.0, ps < .01).
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Willingness to experience consequences was also established as having a significant
relationship to attitudes about the consequence and peer descriptive and injunctive norms
about the consequence (all p < .05). Relationship between attitude and norms variables
and consequences were all significant (mean r = .46).
After controlling for willingness to experience a consequence, attitudes and norms
did not account for any variance in relationships, suggesting that willingness is a
mediating factor in the interactions between attitudes, norms, and consequences.
Understanding student perceptions on late-night, alcohol-free activities can help
determine if students reporting non-drinking, drinking, and binge-drinking behaviors are
willing to participate in these events. The actual and perceived norms of college students
can help determine if this intervention has potential to impact campus drinking cultures.
Importance of religion. Chawla, Neighbors, Lewis, Lee, and Larimer’s 2007
study examined the relationship between the importance of religion and college student
alcohol. Religiosity is a factor that has been linked to lower drinking rates among college
students and lower frequencies of alcohol-related problems (Galen & Rogers, 2004). A
random sample of 1,470 first-year college students at a non-faith-based institution of
higher education participated in a web-based survey containing questions related to
personal alcohol use derived from the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (as cited in Collins,
Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), a single question asking participants to rate the importance of
religion in their lives, and 12 items to measure personal drinking attitudes and perceived
injunctive norms for both close friends and typical college students.
Zero-order correlations showed a significant negative correlation between
importance of religion and drinks per week (β = -.19, p < .001). Negative correlations
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also existed between importance of religion and permissive personal drinking attitudes (β
= -.29, p < .001) and perceived norms for approval of friends (β = -.19, p < .001). A
positive correlation was found between importance of religion and perceived approval of
typical students (β = .09, p < .001). Positive correlations were also identified between
total drinks per week and personal attitudes (β = .42, p < .001) and perceived approval of
alcohol use by friends (β = .57, p < .001).
To examine personal attitudes, injunctive norms and any mediating roles they
play between the importance of religion and alcohol consumption, three mediation
analyses were conducted (personal approval, approval of close friends, and approval of
typical college students). Mediation criterion were evaluated using multiple regressions,
showing significant relationships between alcohol consumption and the importance of
religion (β = -.18, p < .001) and significant relationships between importance of religion
and personal approval (β = -.28, p < .01), approval of close friends (β = -.18, p < .01),
and approval of typical college students (β = .08, p < .01). Finally, when regressing
alcohol consumption with each mediator separately, personal approval was established as
a mediating factor (β = -.03, p > .05). The β reduction for the relationship between the
importance of religion and alcohol use after adding the mediator was significant (z =
9.94, p < .001). Partial mediation was established for approval of friends (β = -.11, p <
.001; z = 6.21, p < .001) and approval of typical students (β = -.17, p < .001; z = 2.40, p
< .05). These findings suggest that the mediating factors of personal attitudes, perceived
approval of friends, and perceived approval of typical students decrease in strength as
reference groups become more distal to an individual college student.
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Religion provides college students with a connection to a social institution that
positively influences their drinking behaviors. Late-night, alcohol-free programming
may also provide a connection for students, decreasing direct and indirect pressure to
drink and providing positive social contexts to develop meaningful relationships.
Confidence of association. Neighbors, Lindgren, Knee, Fossos, and DiBello
(2011) studied the influence of confidence as a moderator of the associations between
individual drinking attitudes and the perceived injunctive norms of others and its
influence on individual drinking behaviors. Participants (n = 708) were undergraduate
students from a large public university who engaged in a longitudinal alcohol
intervention study. Inclusion criteria required participants to self-report at least one
incident of consuming four drinks for females or five drinks for males in one sitting
within the past month. Data for this study was collected during a 12-month follow-up
for the larger intervention study. Participants attitudes towards drinking and perceived
injunctive norms were measured using four indicators (drinking alcohol every day,
drinking alcohol every weekend, driving a car after drinking, drinking enough alcohol to
pass out), and confidence was measured by having participants rate their own approval
and friend’s approval of drinking, and the Daily Drinking Questionnaire was used to
measure individual alcohol use behaviors (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Martlatt, 1985).
A hierarchical negative binomial regression was used to explore the interactions
between confidence, injunctive norms, and alcohol consumption. Step 1 demonstrated
that men consumed 34% more drinks per week than females and that increases in selfapproval for drinking was correlated with consuming more alcohol. Confidence in
individual approval of drinking was slightly associated with less drinking, while higher
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injunctive norms were associated with higher levels of drinking. Step 2 added confidence
in others attitudes as a moderating variable between perceived injunctive norms and
drinking and showed a significant interaction (t = 2.05, p < .05), demonstrating increased
alcohol consumption among participants with higher levels of confidence in their
perceived injunctive norms. Step 3 demonstrated no significant interactions between
gender and individual approval (t = .39, p = NS), confidence in individual approval (t =
.55, p = NS), perceived injunctive norms (t = .40, p = NS), and confidence in perceived
injunctive norms (t = 1.68, p < .10). Step 4 revealed a significant interaction between
gender, perceived injunctive norms, and confidence in perceived injunctive norms (t = 2.06, p < .05). Tests of simple two-way interactions were used to establish confidence as
a moderating factor in the relationship between perceived injunctive norms and drinking
in female students, t(689) = 2.68, p < .01, but not men, t(689) = -.42, p = .68.
Ultimately, this study expands the literature, demonstrating that peer approval of drinking
is more strongly associated with individual drinking when the individual feels confident
in the perceptions they hold of their peers.
Late-night, alcohol-free programming provides students with a choice. This study
shows that students who are more confident in their perceptions of the drinking choices
made by their peers, the more that individual will drink. The sustained development,
implementation, and assessment of late-night, alcohol-free programming may impact
campus drinking climates by creating attractive alternatives that students can be confident
about choosing. Understanding student actual and perceived norms about these
interventions is necessary to determine the potential impact of these interventions.
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Injunctive Norms and Parents
LaBrie, Hummer, Lac, Ehret, and Kenney (2011) explored the role of parental
misperceptions in the attitudes of other parents concerning college student drinking and
the impact of these injunctive norms on student alcohol-related outcomes. The objective
of this study was to explore the interactions between parental attitudes towards drinking,
the injunctive norms of their parent peers, the alcohol-related attitudes of their college
children, and the alcohol use of their children. This study is significant in that it is the
first published research to explore the topic of parental misperceptions of other parents’
attitudes on college student drinking. Much like student drinking behaviors can be
influenced by peer descriptive and injunctive norms, parental attitudes and behaviors can
be shifted by their perceptions of other parents (Turrisi & Ray, 2010).
Participants in this study consisted of 270 student-parent dyads. Students were
enrolled in a private, midsize, western university and received psychology course credit
for participating in the study and recruiting a parent to participate. Student and parents
completed online surveys that utilized items from the House Acceptability Questionnaire
(as cited in Larimer, 1992) and a recent injunctive norms review (as cited in Lewis et al.,
2010) to determine parent attitudes toward hypothetical alcohol-related behaviors
involving their child (“becoming intoxicated at a party, “missing class due to a
hangover,” “drinking during weekdays,” “drinking every day,” “drinking on the
weekends,” “drinking underage”). Responses were averaged to create a composite of
“parental attitudes toward child’s drinking” (α = .76). Parents then were asked to
indicate perceived approval levels for each hypothetical behavior for a typical parent of a
student enrolled at their child’s university. Student participants were asked to complete a
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similar survey that was modified to assess their actual attitudes related to the behaviors
listed, as well as provide information on drinking behaviors using the Daily Drinking
Questionnaire (as cited in Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985). Student attitude ratings were
averaged to create a composite representing “child’s attitude toward drinking”
(α = .83). Finally, student drinking behaviors were determined using the Daily Drinking
Questionnaire (as cited in Collins et al., 1985).
It was found that parents held erroneous beliefs about how approving other
parents were of their own child’s alcohol use, t (270) = 5.19, p <.001. Two-way ANOVA
analyses showed that parental gender had no effect on misperception of parental norms, F
(1, 263) = 0.37, NS. Additionally, no relationship between student gender and
misperception of parental norms was identified, F (1, 263) = 0.19, NS. A structural
equation model was developed to further explore the interactions between the variables in
this study and showed that the misperception of parental norms predicted parental
attitudes toward their child’s drinking (β = .52, p < .001), which was also intimately
linked to their child’s attitudes toward drinking (β = .28, p < .001). Child attitudes
toward drinking also predicted the child’s actual drinking (β = .28, p < .001).
Additionally, the path from parental attitudes to the child’s drinking attitudes to the
child’s actual drinking was found to be partially significant (β = .10, p < .07),
demonstrating that the child’s attitudes towards drinking mediates the relationship
between parental attitudes towards drinking and the child’s drinking (r = .21, p <.001).
The path from misperception of parental norms to child’s attitudes toward drinking and
the path from misperception of parental norms directly to the child’s drinking were not
found to statistically strengthen the model.
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Engaging parents in prevention efforts is vital to the success of any
comprehensive high-risk drinking prevention efforts in a college student population. As
a proximal reference group, parents role model behaviors for their children and set
expectations by affirming or challenging societal norms related to college student
drinking. Creating buy-in from parents and encouraging them to support participation by
their students in alcohol-free programming is vital to shifting permissive campus drinking
cultures. Understanding the actual and perceived norms students hold of late-night,
alcohol-free events may help create buy-in among both students and their proximal social
groups, including parents.
Injunctive Norms and College Student-Athletes
Two studies explored the role of injunctive norms and their interactions with
college student-athlete drinking and attitudes regarding alcohol use. The role of
teammates as proximal reference groups is a unique feature of collegiate athletics and is
explored among club and varsity athletes, as well as those competing at the National
College Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I level.
College student-athletes were the focus of Olthius, Zamboanga, Martens, and
Ham’s 2011 study. The relationship between injunctive norms (teammate, parent, and
coach), hazardous alcohol use, and alcohol expectancies, was explored in a population of
301 college student-athletes at the club and varsity levels from eight schools throughout
the United States. Each participant was enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course
and received credit for participation. Data was collected in the presence of a research
assistant using a self-report questionnaire. The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test
(as cited in Saundersm et al., 1993), self-reported drinking game participation, and self-
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reported binge drinking were used to measure individual alcohol use among participants.
Alcohol expectancies, positive and negative outcomes of drinking, expectancy valuations,
and the desirability of an effect were measured using the Comprehensive Effects of
Alcohol scale (as cited in Fromme et al., 1993), while injunctive norms were measured
by asking for perceived approval ratings for teammates, parents, and coaches in regard to
student-athlete alcohol use.
Descriptive statistical analysis shows that male athletes reported higher level of
hazardous alcohol use, F (1,294) = 19.56, p < .001, η2 = 0.06, more frequent drinking
game participation, F (1,294) = 8.21, p < .01, η2 = 0.03, and more episodes of heavy
episodic drinking, F (1,294) = 13.75, p < .001, η2 = 0.05, than female student-athletes.
Male student-athletes also demonstrated higher approval of alcohol use ratings for
teammates, F (1,294) = 8.41, p < .01, η2 = 0.03 and coaches, F (1,255) = 11.63, p < .001,
η2 = 0.04. Male student-athletes also reported more favorable ratings of negative alcohol
expectancy outcomes than their female peers, F (1,295) = 13.27, p< .001, η2 = 0.04.
Structural equation modeling was used to determine the direct and indirect
relationships between alcohol use, alcohol expectancies, and injunctive norms among
college-student-athletes. Two conceptual models, determined as good fit, were used to
explore positive and negative alcohol expectancies separately, with the injunctive norms
(teammate, parent, coach) serving as exogenous variables, expectancies assigned as
mediating variables, and hazardous alcohol use as the latent outcome variable.
When examining the positive expectancy model, it was found that parental (β =
0.35, p < .01) and teammate (β = 0.24, p < .01) norms had significant relationships with
hazardous alcohol use, while coach norms did not (β = 0.09, p < .15). Additionally,
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having positive expectancies for drinking outcomes was associated with hazardous
drinking (β = 0.20, p < .05). No injunctive norms measures were linked to positive
expectancies in this study; however, teammate (β = 0.21, p < .05) and coach norms (β =
0.14, p < .05) were associated with positive expectancy valuations. Further analysis
using the Sobel test did not demonstrate any effect on hazardous drinking use through
positive valence for teammate norms (z = 1.70, p = 0.09) or coach norms (z = 1.41, p =
0.16). These results show that the relationships between injunctive norms and hazardous
alcohol use are not mediated by positive expectancies or positive expectancy valuations.
The negative expectancies model showed that perceived permissive attitudes of
parent (β = 0.36, p < .05), teammate (β = 0.20, p < .05), and coach norms (β = 0.12, p <
.05) all have a significant relationship with hazardous alcohol use. Negative expectancy
valuations were also shown to have a significant relationship with hazardous alcohol use
(β = 0.26, p < .01), while parent (β = -.17, p < .01) and teammate norms (β = -.24, p <
.01) were associated with negative expectancies. Teammate norms significantly
interacted with negative expectancy valuations, β = .31, p < .01. A Sobel test was used
to determine that the indirect relationship between teammate norms and hazardous
alcohol use was in part mediated by negative expectancy valuations, z =3.21, p < .01.
These findings are significant, as drinking among college student-athletes has been
established as excessive and risky and within a context that values group cohesion
(Olthius, Zamboanga, Martens, & Ham, 2011).
Hummer, LaBrie, and Lac (2009) also examined the influence of descriptive and
injunctive norms on student-athlete alcohol consumption and attitudes using a sample of
594 NCAA Division I athletes at two institutions of higher education. The objective of
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this study was to explore the influences of these variables while controlling for
demographic and alcohol use motivations, both previously established predictors of
college student drinking. The Drinking Motives Measures (as cited in Cooper, 1994),
Athletic Drinking Scale (as cited in Martens, Watson, Royland, & Beck, 2005), the
House Acceptability Questionnaire (as cited in Larimer, 1992), in addition to three
measures specific to athletic culture, and Core Alcohol and Other Drug Norm Survey (as
cited in Core, 1995) were used to collect measures on the variables explored in this study.
Norm variables were averaged together to create two composite variables, one for
descriptive norms and one for injunctive norms. Averaging each participant’s response to
drinking behavior and drinking attitude questions also created attitude and alcohol use
composites.
An analysis of the role of injunctive norms shows that no difference existed
between injunctive norms held by in-season (M = 3.76, SD = 1.23) and off-season
athletes (M = 3.76, SD = 1.28). Paired t-tests demonstrated typical findings regarding
discrepancies between actual student athlete behaviors and attitudes and perceived peer
behaviors and attitudes among peers. No gender difference was established for
descriptive norms, t(592) = .642, NS, or injunctive norms t(592) = 1.67, NS.
A hierarchical regression model, explaining 54% of variance in individual
attitudes, F(15, 528) = 46.25, p < .001, was used to control for all other relevant predictor
variables and determined perceived injunctive norms to be the most significant predictor
of student-athlete attitudes regarding drinking (β = .49 p < .001). Other significant
predictors of student-athlete attitudes included positive reinforcement for drinking (β =
.25 p < .001) and social motives for drinking (β = .14 p < .05). Similarly, a hierarchal
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regression model explaining 69% of variance in individual drinking, F(15, 528) = 84.35,
p < .001, determined significant predicting factors to be gender (β = .10 p < .05), season
of sport (β = .05 p < .001), social motive for drinking (β = .23 p < .001), and positive
reinforcement for drinking (β = .33 p < .001). The most significant predictor of studentathlete alcohol use was highlighted as perceived descriptive norms of student-athlete
peers (β = 0.32, p < .001).
College athletic teams may be an even more peer intensive context than the
general college environment and have been established as student groups prone to highrisk drinking practices (Olthius, Zamboanga, Martens, & Ham, 2011). This population is
also unique in that it regularly participates in alcohol-free activities, including practices
and matches, but continues to sustain a high-risk alcohol culture. Understanding the
actual and perceived norms held by college student athletes pertaining to alcohol-free
activities and events may help determine if this strategy has the potential to influence
high-risk drinking practices within this population.
Literature Synopsis
As discussed, college students generally hold erroneous and inaccurate beliefs
regarding the drinking behaviors of their peers (Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 1997; Perkins,
2002). A study of 100 college campuses found these misperceptions to exist on each
campus, regardless of institution size, institution type, student population, and other
distinguishing factors (Perkins, 2002). These misperceptions guide how individuals
socially construct the environments around them and how they influence drinking
behaviors, attitudes, and experiences (Perkins, 2002). Early social norms research on
college student drinking focused primarily on highlighting the erroneous misperceptions
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of peer drinking behaviors and attitudes that permeate colleges and universities across the
United States (Perkins, 1997; Perkins, 2002). With the establishment of social norms
interventions, studies have focused on determining the effectiveness of re-socialization
strategies designed to educate student populations on true campus norms. Social norms
strategies have been built into individual level interventions, interventions for teams and
student groups, and population level interventions that employ elements of mass media
(DeJong & Langford, 2002; Perkins, 2002).
Most recently, the literature has transformed into more complex studies, delving
deeper into relationships between variables and not simply exploring discrepancies
between actual and perceived behaviors and attitudes. Common themes found include
the significant impacts of proximal reference groups on student drinking behaviors, the
influence of social norms on relationships between alcohol-related problems, and the
impacts of social norms on the use of protective behavioral strategies. In the past five
years, studies have begun to look at a number of mediating and moderating factors that
influence the strength and significance of perceived injunctive social norms of peers.
Methodology and Research Gaps
The 14 studies presented in this targeted literature review provide insight into the
significant role that injunctive norms play in influencing college student drinking
behaviors, attitudes, and consequences experienced. While the process used to select
literature for this targeted review focused on identifying research on injunctive norms,
only 40% of the articles examined solely these types of norms. The remainder collected
data and performed analysis on both descriptive and injunctive norms. Studies including
both types of norms do have the ability to isolate descriptive and injunctive influences
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using regression analysis, providing an opportunity to determine injunctive norm impacts
by controlling for descriptive norms.
The majority (71%) of studies utilize a regression analysis as a strategy to explore
the influence of multiple independent variables on a single dependent variable. These
analyses provide researchers the opportunity to focus on the relationship between a single
independent variable and dependent variable, while controlling for all other independent
variables. The remaining studies employ a structural equation model to explore the
influence of injunctive norms on college student drinking behaviors, attitudes, and
experiences. Path analyses were typically used to explore the strength and significance
among a set of variables in these studies.
One limitation of each of the studies measuring student drinking behaviors is that
these measures were self-reported and typically required participants to accurately
remember quantity and frequency of drinking within the past month. These data may not
be completely reliable due to time between drinking behaviors and data collection and the
impact of the heavy alcohol consumption may have on the ability to effectively recall the
quantity of alcohol consumed.
Another limitation in current research is that most studies did not employ random
samples of participants. Most studies employed convenience samples of students
enrolled in psychology or related courses. These studies may not provide an inclusive
perspective of campus drinking behaviors or environments. Due to the introductory level
of courses enrolled in by many of the studies’ participants, the mean age for some studies
was not representative of college student age and year in school. Additionally, studies
using classroom samples linked to credit, as well as studies using samples of athletes,
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may generate data that is flawed due to student concerns about disclosing unhealthy
behaviors, sports eligibility, and academic achievement.
Very few studies explored any type of bi-directional influence involving
injunctive norms, student drinking behaviors, student alcohol problems, and student
alcohol experiences. While injunctive norms have been established as a predictive and
influencing factor, little research explains how drinking behaviors, attitudes, and student
experiences influence norms. Further investigation can help us understand how these
norms are developed and perpetuated within a permissive college drinking culture.
No qualitative studies met the inclusion criteria for this literature review. The
complex nature of college student drinking and social norms, both descriptive and
injunctive, may benefit from insights provided by future qualitative research.
Understanding how norms are developed and perpetuated within a student population
could be framed using qualitative methods and used to compliment the findings included
in this review.
Injunctive Norms and Late Night Programming as a Prevention Strategy
The limited number of studies focusing on late-night, alcohol-free programming
as a high-risk drinking prevention strategy among college students supports the need for
further research on the potential for this intervention to positively influence college
student drinking rates and cultures (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Patrick, Maggs, &
Osgood, 2010; United States Department of Education, 2010). While a recommended
prevention strategy that transcends multiple levels of the social ecological model, latenight, alcohol-free programming has little evidence to justify its use as a prevention tool.
A strong initial study exploring the actual and perceived behaviors and attitudes college
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students hold towards alcohol-free events has the potential to determine what types of
drinkers should be targeted with these interventions. Understanding any incongruence
between actual and perceived peer beliefs and attitudes provides a point of reference to
understand the potential of these interventions, as well as identify potential barriers to
implementation.
The following chapter details the methodological foundations for a study of the
actual and perceived norms regarding late-night, alcohol-free programming at a public,
liberal arts institution in the northeastern United States. The study is framed within the
context of this literature review and designed to determine if current student behaviors
and attitudes toward late-night, alcohol-free programming can support its use as a college
drinking prevention strategy.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Late-night, alcohol-free programming is an environmental management strategy
that has been highlighted as a recommended high-risk drinking prevention initiative
among college students. While this intervention is an emerging practice, little
documented evidence exists that supports its use among college students (DeJong &
Langford, 2002; Patrick et al., 2010; Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002). A single published
study explores this intervention and implies that students drink less on days they attend
these alcohol-free events, however, it provides no indication of student perceptions of late
night programming and how these attitudes may be influenced by their own drinking
behaviors (Patrick et al., 2010). The study detailed in this chapter fills a research gap that
will help determine the potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming to serve as a
college drinking prevention strategy.
Research Questions
Significant research demonstrates that perceived descriptive and injunctive peer
norms are a strong predictor of college student drinking behaviors (Perkins, 2002).
Social norms theory provides a lens to explore late-night programming and its potential
to serve as a high-risk drinking prevention strategy among college student populations.
The following research question groups will be employed to determine if student
behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions related to these programs differ based on their status
as a non-drinker or drinker and a binge-drinker or non-binge drinker.
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Question grouping I: personal behaviors and attitudes. To determine the
potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming as a high-risk drinking prevention
strategy, it is important to understand the behaviors of and attitudes held by college
students regarding these interventions. The survey tool included measures to answer the
following questions pertaining to personal behaviors and attitudes:


Within the past year, how many late-night, alcohol-free events did nondrinkers, drinkers, non-binge drinkers, and binge drinkers attend?



How likely is it that non-drinkers, drinkers, non-binge drinkers, and binge
drinkers will attend late-night, alcohol-free activities?

Question grouping II: perceptions of peer behaviors and attitudes.
Employing a social norms perspective, the second group of questions focuses on
determining what students believe to be their peers’ behaviors and attitudes regarding
late-night, alcohol-free programming. Measures will be used to determine the perceived
descriptive and injunctive norms of both close friends and typical college students as a
strategy to explore trends among proximal and distal social groups. The survey tool
included measures to answer the following questions pertaining to this study:


How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, nonbinge, and binge drinkers believe their close friends attended within the past
year?



What do non-drinkers, drinkers, non-binge, and binge drinkers believe to be
the likelihood that their close friends will attend a late-night, alcohol-free
activity?
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How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, nonbinge, and binge drinkers believe typical college students attended within the
past year?



What do non-drinkers, drinkers, non-binge, and binge drinkers believe to be
the likelihood that typical college students will attend a late-night, alcoholfree activity?

Question grouping III: relationships between actual and perceived norms.
The final research question set explores the difference between actual norms held by
students and the descriptive and injunctive norms that they hold of their peers. This
comparison will answer the following questions:


Is there a relationship between personal behaviors pertaining to late-night,
alcohol-free event attendance and the perceived attendance of peers?



Is there a relationship between actual student attitudes pertaining to late night,
alcohol-free event attendance and perceived likelihood of peer attendance?

A quantitative research design was used to explore these questions and is
consistent with most research completed on college student drinking (Dowdall &
Wechsler, 2002). This research design provided an opportunity to survey a greater
number of participants, which will assist in understanding the broad range of perceptions,
attitudes, and behaviors related to late-night, alcohol-free programming. A large sample
size is beneficial, as there is limited research on student perceptions of and participation
in alcohol-free programs.
A quantitative research design also lends itself to the exploration of participant
perspectives of late-night programming based on their personal drinking patterns. This

60

design supported data collection from a large sample representative of all drinking
behaviors. This may not have been possible with a qualitative study. Additionally, many
alcohol use indicators are collected in a quantitative manner, including number of drinks
consumed, number of drinking days per month, binge drinking behaviors, negative
consequences experienced, attitudes pertaining to alcohol use, and perceptions of peer
alcohol use (Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002). The quantitative perspective provided an
opportunity to analyze data using descriptive, causal-comparative, and non-parametric
analysis to answer the identified research questions (Creswell, 2009; Glatthorn & Joyner,
2005).
Research Context
The setting for this research study was a public, four-year liberal arts institution
located in the northeastern United States. This institution serves over 7,000
undergraduate students and over 1,200 graduate students. First-year and second-year
residency requirements create a unique environment in which the vast majority of
underage students reside on campus. High-risk drinking prevention efforts on this
campus are comprehensive in nature and include the use of late-night, alcohol-free
programs as a strategy to shift student drinking behaviors and campus drinking norms in
a positive way.
Since 2007, this institution has offered late-night, alcohol-free social activities for
students each Friday and Saturday night of the academic year between the hours of 10
p.m. and 1 a.m. These programs are in direct competition with on and off-campus events
where alcohol is served, including bars, house parties, and residence hall parties. Popular
events include bingo, sports competitions, adventure challenge activities, movie nights,
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camp outs, and club nights. Attendance at these ranges between 50 and 1,200
participants and is influenced by factors including time of year, required attendance,
weather, characteristics of program, and program collaborators. Program assessments
demonstrate that the programs most successful in attracting drinkers have an element of
risk or competition, provide an opportunity for social interaction, offer a benefit in the
form of an incentive or academic credit, and mirror environments where alcohol is
served. Each late-night, alcohol-free event is student-driven under the advisement of a
professional staff member. A schedule of programs, complete with descriptions, can be
found in Appendix A.
Research Participants and Sampling
Participants in this study were undergraduate students enrolled full-time at the
study institution. Graduate students were excluded from this study, as the intervention’s
target population is underage students living on-campus in residence halls.
Undergraduate students who live off-campus are included in the study, as many have
experienced the late night, alcohol-free programs while living on-campus as a result of
institutional residency requirements. Due to the sensitive nature of questions regarding
personal alcohol use, participants had to be 18 years of age or older.
The institution’s research and planning office provided a random, stratified
sample of 3,000 undergraduate students who received an electronic, self-administered
survey. This sample method ensured that all full-time undergraduate students within the
campus population studied had the same probability of being selected to participate
(Creswell, 2009). The sample was stratified and reflects the entire student population’s
distribution of gender, class year, and residence. This sample method provided an
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opportunity, dependent on the representativeness of responses, to use results to make
generalizations about the entire undergraduate population of the institution (Creswell,
2009). The study was approved by the institutional review boards at St. John Fisher
College and the study institution (Appendix B).
Survey Instruments and Data Collection
The survey instrument was a hybrid model based on the Core Alcohol and Other
Drug Survey (Southern Illinois University - Carbondale, 2004) and locally developed
questions regarding perceptions of late-night, alcohol-free programs.
Core alcohol and other drug survey. The Core Institute of Southern Illinois
University – Carbondale maintains the largest database of college student drinking data in
the United States. The Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey populates this database and
is a comprehensive survey that gathers student information pertaining to: (a)
demographics; (b) personal drinking and substance use habits (daily, weekly, monthly,
and annually); (c) knowledge of campus alcohol and substance resources; (d) negative
consequences experienced; (e) perceptions of peer attitudes and drinking behaviors; and
(f) student involvement in co-curricular and curricular activities (Appendix C).
The Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey contains 150 items and takes
approximately 20 to 25 minutes for students to complete. This survey has been used
extensively across the country by higher education institutions to measure college student
alcohol and other drug behaviors and attitudes. Using the American Psychological
Association test standards for development, the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey has
tested satisfactory for content-related validity and construct validity among a group of
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experts, with an inter-rater agreement of measure inclusion of 0.90. Test-retest reliability
is also high (Presley & Vineyard, 2004).
For the purpose of this study, specific questions were extracted, with permission,
from the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey to answer each of the research questions.
Demographic questions provided information on class year (question 1), age (question 2),
ethnic origin (question 3), gender (question 5), residence (question 6), living
arrangements (questions 8a and 8b), and cumulative grade point average (question 9).
Data collected from these questions determined if the sample size was representative of
the institution.
Questions on personal alcohol use and attitudes provided data needed to classify
students as non-drinkers, drinkers, non-binge, and binge drinkers and explore the
attitudes and beliefs these populations hold regarding college drinking and late-night,
alcohol-free programs. Specific questions used in this research study focus on binge
drinking behaviors (question 14) and monthly alcohol use (question 18b). These
questions categorized participants as non-drinkers, drinkers, non-binge, and binge
drinkers. These groups served as independent variables in the study.
Supplemental questions on perceptions of late-night programming. There are
currently no tools to assess participant’s behaviors and perceptions related to late-night
programs. Supplemental questions were added to the Core Alcohol and Other Drug
Survey to identify the behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions held by research participants
(Appendix D). An eight-option interval scale was used to determine frequency of
personal attendance and perceived peer attendance, while a four-option interval scale was
used to determine personal attitudes and perceived peer attitudes. Personal attendance,
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personal likelihood of attendance, perceived peer attendance, and perceived peer
likelihood of attendance served as dependent variables in the study.
Data Collection
The Core Institute administered the survey electronically over four weeks from
week four through week seven of a fifteen-week semester. Reminder e-mails were sent
to participants who did not complete the survey after two weeks. The Core Institute’s
servers and software ensured that participants remained anonymous and responses were
not linked to any survey results. Participants received informed consent information
prior to completing the survey and they had the option to discontinue the survey at any
time (Appendix E). The data is maintained indefinitely as part of the Core Institute’s
national college drinking monitoring efforts. The researcher will maintain institutional
data for seven years, per institutional policies. Information regarding campus and
community alcohol and substance use education and counseling services was provided to
participants at the conclusion of the survey. Participants completing the survey had the
option to enter their names, which were not linked to survey answers, into a drawing for a
chance to win a $250.00 campus bookstore gift certificate.
Data Analysis
Initial data analysis provided descriptive statistics highlighting the general makeup of the respondents in regard to class year, gender, and residence. These frequencies
were compared to institutional data to determine the representativeness of the survey
respondents.
Self-reported student drinking behaviors as reported on the Core Alcohol and
Other Drug Survey were then used to categorize participants as non-drinkers, drinkers,
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and binge drinkers. The following definitions were used for this study: (a) non-drinkers
were defined as participants who had not consumed alcohol within the previous 30 days;
(b) drinkers were defined as participants who used alcohol within the previous 30 days,
but did not consume five or more drinks in one sitting within the previous two weeks; and
(c) binge drinkers were defined as participants who reported status as a drinker and
consumed five or more drinks in one sitting within the previous two weeks. Participants
who provided conflicting data regarding their drinking status were labeled as missing to
ensure the integrity of the study.
Analysis of personal behaviors and attitudes. For non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge drinkers, the participant behaviors and attitudes related to late-night, alcohol-free
programs were determined using supplemental questions one and four (Appendix D).
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were employed to determine the
difference between attendance behaviors and attitudes for non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge-drinkers. A chi-square test was applied to the proportions of each sample above
and below the median to determine significance (Field, 2013; Vogt & Johnson, 2011).
This test was selected because it is a best fit to explore relationships between
independent, categorical samples and the ordinal responses pertaining to attendance and
attitudes collected from the survey instrument (Field, 2013). Non-parametric,
independent-samples median tests assume data from each population is independent and
the population samples have similar distribution (Field, 2013). Bar graphs were used to
determine if the assumption for similar distribution was met (Appendix F).
Analysis of perceived peer behaviors and attitudes. Data was collected for
perceived attendance and perceived likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free activities
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for both close friends and typical college students. Social norms research illustrates that
proximity of peer groups is a powerful variable influencing the impact of misperceptions
on personal behaviors and attitudes (Lee et al., 2007; Mallett et al., 2009). In this study,
close friends served as a variable to explore proximal peer groups and typical college
students served as a variable to explore distal peer groups.
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were employed to determine
the difference between perceived peer attendance behaviors and attitudes for nondrinkers, drinkers, and binge-drinkers. This analysis was completed for both proximal
and distal peer groups. Bar Graphs demonstrating that population distributions meet the
assumption for this test can be found in Appendix F.
Analysis of relationships between actual and perceived norms. Spearman rho
correlations were used to examine the relationship between actual and perceived norms
pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming. This test was selected as it is a best
fit for determining relationships where one set of variables is ranked on an ordinal scale.
The Spearman rho test will also determine the direction of the association between the
independent and dependent variables (Field, 2013).
Summary of Methodology
The research study detailed in this chapter utilized a quantitative approach to
explore college student behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions related to late-night, alcoholfree programming. A survey consisting of established questions on drinking behaviors
and locally developed questions on late-night, alcohol-free programming behaviors and
attitudes was distributed to a random, stratified sample of 3,000 subjects at a northeastern
college. The response rate was 11% (N=332). Due to the sensitive nature of questions
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pertaining to alcohol use, precautions were implemented to protect the study participants,
including limiting the age of participants and providing information on campus and
community resources at the conclusion of the survey. The nature of the research
questions and the state of current research on late-night, alcohol-free programming
support this initial study, which employed descriptive, causal-comparative, and nonparametric analysis (Creswell, 2009; Field, 2013).
Excessive alcohol use among students is a significant concern for colleges and
universities throughout the United States. Historically, interventions have focused on
behavior change among individual students presenting with alcohol dependence or
alcohol abuse concerns. There is a need to expand prevention initiatives to the entire
campus population by creating environments that both deemphasize alcohol use and
promote healthy drinking norms (DeJong & Langford, 2002). Late-night, alcohol-free
programming is a recommended intervention that has the potential to impact populationlevel drinking behaviors and to shift alcohol-related attitudes in a positive way. This
study contributes to the limited literature on these interventions and provides trend data
and findings that can be utilized by practitioners in developing and implementing these
programs.
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Chapter 4: Findings and Results
While late-night, alcohol-free programming is a recommended strategy for the
prevention of high-risk drinking among college students, there is limited research to
guide the implementation of these efforts or to support their use as a promising practice
(DeJong & Langford, 2002; United States Department of Education, 2010). The research
methodologies presented in Chapter 3 explore student behaviors and attitudes pertaining
to late-night, alcohol-free programming at a midsized northeastern college and contribute
to the literature on this intervention. The following chapter reviews the results of this
study, which were analyzed using IBM Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS)
version 21.0.
Research Questions
The research questions for this study are organized into three groups that explore
(a) behaviors and attitudes of individual students; (b) perceived behaviors and attitudes of
proximal and distal peer groups; and (c) the relationship between actual and perceived
behavioral and attitudinal norms related to alcohol-free, late-night programs in the
college environment. The data analysis section of this chapter is organized by these
research question groupings.
Question grouping I: personal behaviors and attitudes. To determine the
potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming to serve as a high-risk drinking
prevention strategy, it is important to understand the behaviors and attitudes held by
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college students regarding these interventions. This chapter will review findings related
to the following questions:


Within the past year, how many late-night, alcohol-free events did nondrinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers attend?



How likely is it that non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers will attend
late-night, alcohol-free activities?

Question grouping II: perceptions of peer behaviors and attitudes.
Employing a social norms perspective, the second group of questions focuses on
determining what students believe to be the behaviors and the attitudes regarding latenight, alcohol-free programming of their peers. Measures will be used to determine the
perceived behavioral and attitudinal norms of both close friends and typical college
students as a strategy to explore trends among proximal and distal social groups. This
chapter will review findings related to the following questions:


How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge drinkers believe their close friends attended within the past year?



What do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers believe to be the
likelihood that their close friends will attend a late-night, alcohol-free
activity?



How many late-night, alcohol-free events do non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge drinkers believe typical college students attended within the past
year?
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What do non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers believe to be the
likelihood that typical college students will attend a late-night, alcohol-free
activity?

Question grouping III: relationships between actual and perceived norms.
The final research question set explores the difference between actual norms held by
students and the descriptive and injunctive norms that they hold of their peers. This
chapter will review findings related to the following questions:


Is there a relationship between personal behaviors pertaining to late-night,
alcohol-free event attendance and the perceived attendance of peers?



Is there a relationship between actual student attitudes pertaining to late night,
alcohol-free event attendance and the perceived likelihood of peer attendance?

Study Sample Descriptive Statistics
A total of 332 participants from a random sample of 3,000 completed the survey
on late-night, alcohol-free programming behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions. This
yielded an 11% response rate. Table 4.1 details the characteristics of this sample in
relation to sex, class year, and residence in comparison to institutional demographics.
Eight participants provided conflicting data regarding their drinking status and were
labeled as missing to ensure the integrity of the study. The final analysis set consisted of
324 participants.
Despite employing a random, stratified sample controlling for sex, class year, and
residence, the sample population is significantly different from actual institution-wide
enrollment. The study sample had high proportions of female, freshman, and on-campus
students, while males, juniors, and off-campus students were underrepresented. The
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representativeness of the sample should be taken into consideration when discussing
study findings.
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Table 4.1
Demographics of Study Sample Compared to Institutional Demographics (n=324)
Characteristic

N

%

Institution %

Male
Female

90
234

36.8
72.2

45.3
54.7

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

77
55
75
117

23.8
17
23.1
36.1

15.2
20.1
33.3
31.4

On-Campus
Off-Campus

179
145

55.2
44.8

38
62

Sex

Class Year

Residence

Table 4.2 details the distribution of survey participants into three independent,
categorical groups. The groups used in this study were: (a) non-drinkers, defined as
participants who had not consumed alcohol within the previous 30 days; (b) drinkers,
defined as participants who used alcohol within the previous 30 days, but did not
consume five or more drinks in one sitting within the previous two weeks; and (c) binge
drinkers, defined as participants who reported status as a drinker and consumed five or
more drinks in one sitting within the previous two weeks (Southern Illinois University –
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Table 4.2
Drinking Characteristics of Study Sample (n = 324)
Drinking Category

N

%

Non-Drinker

75

23.1

Drinker

99

30.6

Binge-Drinker

150

46.3

Carbondale, 2004). The percentages reflected in Table 4.2 represent the current
distribution of non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers enrolled at the study institution.
Data Analysis – Personal Behaviors and Attitudes
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were employed to determine
the difference between attendance behaviors and attitudes for non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge-drinkers. The null hypothesis of the test is that non-drinker, drinker, and binge
drinker samples come from a population with the same median (Field, 2013). Post-hoc
mean comparisons were also used to test for dose-response relationships between
variables.
Frequency of program attendance. An eight-point, ordinal scale was used to
gather data pertaining to student attendance at late-night, alcohol-free programming
(Appendix D). Table 4.3 details the responses provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and
binge drinkers. Frequency data shows that 48% of non-drinkers, 47.5% of drinkers, and
49.3% of binge drinkers did not attend a late-night, alcohol-free event within the past
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year. Similar rates of non-drinkers (52%), drinkers (52.5%), and binge drinkers (51.7%)
reported attending at least one event within the past year. Regular attendance, defined as
participating in 10 or more events per year, was reported by 14.7% of non-drinkers, 5%
of drinkers, and 1.3% of binge drinkers.
An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on attendance at latenight, alcohol-free programs within the past year. The difference between the three
groups tested significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 11.28, p = .004. The median rank for the
pooled population was attendance at one to three events within the past year.
Distributions of responses below and above the median were similar for non-drinkers and
drinkers, but significantly different for binge drinkers. More binge drinkers (84.6%)
attended between zero and three events than four or more events (15.4%).
A post-hoc comparison of mean attendance at late-night, alcohol-free programs
by non-drinkers (µ = 1.28), drinkers (µ = 1.05), and binge drinkers (µ = .73) demonstrates
an inverse relationship in which attendance at programs decreases as drinking behaviors
become more risky. A bar graph representing this relationship is found in Appendix G.
Likeliness to attend events. A four-point Likert-scale was used to gather data
pertaining to student likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free programming (Appendix
D). Table 4.4 details the responses provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge

75

Table 4.3
Frequency of Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs in Last Year by Drinker Type
None
N (%)

1 -3
N (%)

4-6
N (%)

7-9
N (%)

10-15
N (%)

16-20
N (%)

21-25
N (%)

25+
N (%)

NonDrinker

36 (48%)

13 (17.3%)

11 (14.7%)

4 (5.3%)

6 (8%)

5 (6.7%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Drinker

47 (47.5%)

26 (26.3%)

14 (14.1%)

5 (5.1%)

4 (4%)

1 (1%)

0 (0%)

2 (2%)

Binge
Drinker

74 (49.3%)

53 (35.4%)

15 (10%)

6 (4%)

2 (1.3%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)
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drinkers. Frequency data shows that 57.3% of non-drinkers, 65.6% of drinkers, and 80%
of binge drinkers reported being “unlikely” or “highly unlikely” to participate in latenight, alcohol-free programs. Non- drinkers (42.7%) reported higher levels of being
“likely” or “very likely” to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs than drinkers (34.4%)
and binge drinkers (20%).
An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on likeliness to attend
late-night, alcohol-free programs within the past year. The difference between the three
groups tested significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 13.84, p = .001. The median rank for the
pooled population was reporting being “unlikely” to attend. This test supports the
frequency analysis above and demonstrates that there are more binge drinkers (80%)
falling below the median than non-drinkers (57.3%) and drinkers (65.6%).
A post-hoc comparison of mean likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free
programs by non-drinkers (µ = 1.23), drinkers (µ = 1.08), and binge drinkers
(µ = .71) demonstrates an inverse relationship in which likeliness to attend programs
decreases as drinking behaviors become more risky (Appendix G).
Data Analysis – Perceived Close Friend Behaviors and Attitudes
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were employed to determine
the difference between perceived close friend attendance and perceived close friend
attitudes for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge-drinkers. The null hypothesis of the test is
that non-drinker, drinker, and binge drinker samples come from a population with the
same median (Field, 2013). Mean comparisons were used to test for dosage effects.
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Table 4.4
Likeliness of Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs by Drinker Type
Very Unlikely
N (%)

Unlikely
N (%)

Likely
N (%)

Very Likely
N (%)

27 (36%)

16 (21.3%)

20 (26.7%)

12 (16%)

Drinker

38 (38.3%)

27 (27.3%)

22 (22.2%)

12 (12.1%)

Binge Drinker

74 (49.3%)

46 (30.7%)

29 (19.3%)

1 (.7%)

Non-Drinker
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Perceived frequency of close friend program attendance. An eight-point,
ordinal scale was used to gather data pertaining to perceived close friend attendance at
late-night, alcohol-free programming (Appendix D). Table 4.5 details the responses
provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers. Frequency data shows that
45.3% of non-drinkers, 39.4% of drinkers, and 48% of binge drinkers believe that their
close friends did not attend a late-night, alcohol-free event within the past year. Nondrinkers believed that 54.7% of their close friends attended at least one event within the
past year, as did 60.6% of drinkers and 52% of binge drinkers. Perceived regular
attendance for close friends was highest for non-drinkers (14.6%), followed by drinkers
(11.1%) and binge drinkers (4%).
An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on median perceived
attendance of close friends at late-night, alcohol-free programs within the past year. The
difference between the three groups tested significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 18.419, p = .000.
The median rank for the pooled population was perceived close friend attendance at one
to three events within the past year. Distribution of responses below and above the
median was similar for non-drinkers and drinkers, but significantly different for binge
drinkers. More binge drinkers (84.6%) believed their peers attended between zero and
three events than four or more events (15.4%).
A post-hoc comparison of mean perceived attendance by close friends at latenight, alcohol-free programs by non-drinkers (µ = 1.41), drinkers (µ = 1.19), and binge
drinkers (µ = .81) demonstrates an inverse relationship in which perceived frequency of
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Table 4.5
Perceived Frequency of Close Friend Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs in Last Year by Drinker Type

None
N (%)

1 -3
N (%)

4-6
N (%)

7-9
N (%)

10-15
N (%)

16-20
N (%)

21-25
N (%)

25+
N (%)

NonDrinker

34 (45.3%)

10 (13.3%)

15 (20%)

5 (6.7%)

6 (8%)

4 (5.3%)

0 (0%)

1 (1.3%)

Drinker

39 (39.4%)

33 (33.3%)

11 (11.1%)

5 (5.1%)

8 (8.1%)

2 (2%)

1 (1%)

0 (0%)

Binge
Drinker

72 (48.0%)

55 (36.7%)

10 (6.7%)

7 (4.7%)

5 (3.3%)

1 (.7%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)
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attendance of close friends decreases as participant drinking behaviors become more
risky. A bar graph representing this relationship can be found in Appendix G.
Perceived Likeliness of Close Friends to Attend Events
A four-point Likert-scale was used to gather data pertaining to perceived
likeliness of close friends to attend late-night, alcohol-free programming (Appendix D).
Table 4.6 details the responses provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers.
Frequency data shows that 54.7% of non-drinkers, 64.7% of drinkers, and 83.4% of binge
drinkers perceive their close friends to be “unlikely” or “highly unlikely” to participate in
late-night, alcohol-free programs. Non- drinkers (45.3%) reported higher levels of
perceived close friend willingness to be “likely” or “very likely” to attend late-night,
alcohol-free programs than drinkers (35.4%) and binge drinkers (16.7%).
An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on perceived
likeliness of close friends to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs. The difference
between the three groups tested significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 22.73, p = .000. The median
rank for the pooled population was reporting being “unlikely” to attend. This test
supports the frequency analysis above and demonstrates that there are more binge
drinkers (83.3%) falling below the median than non-drinkers (54.7%) and drinkers
(64.7%).
A post-hoc comparison of mean perceived likeliness of close friends to attend
late-night, alcohol-free programs by non-drinkers (µ = 1.27), drinkers (µ = 1.07), and
binge drinkers (µ = .65) demonstrates an inverse relationship in which perceived
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likeliness of close friends to attend programs decreases as drinking behaviors become
more risky. A bar graph representing this relationship can be found in Appendix G.
Data Analysis – Perceived Typical Student Behaviors and Attitudes
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were employed to determine
the difference between perceived typical student attendance and perceived typical student
attitudes for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge-drinkers. The null hypothesis of the test is
that non-drinker, drinker, and binge drinker samples come from a population with the
same median (Field, 2013). Post-hoc mean comparisons were also used to test for doseresponse relationships between variables.
Perceived frequency of typical student program attendance. An eight-point,
ordinal scale was used to gather data pertaining to perceived typical student attendance at
late-night, alcohol-free programming (Appendix D). Table 4.7 details the responses
provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers. Frequency data shows that
30.7% of non-drinkers, 16.2% of drinkers, and 25.3% of binge drinkers believe that
typical students did not attend a late-night, alcohol-free event within the past year. Nondrinkers believed that 69.3% of typical students attended at least one event within the
past year, as did 83.8% of drinkers and 74.7% of binge drinkers. Perceived typical
students attendance at 10 or more events in the last year was highest for non-drinkers (8
%), with drinkers (6%) and binge drinkers (6%) holding similar perceptions.
An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on perceived
attendance of typical students at late-night, alcohol-free programs within the past year.
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Table 4.6
Perceived Likeliness of Close Friend Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs by Drinker Type
Very Unlikely
N (%)

Unlikely
N (%)

Likely
N (%)

Very Likely
N (%)

21 (28%)

20 (26.7%)

27 (36%)

7 (9.3%)

Drinker

35 (35.4%)

29 (29.3%)

28 (28.3%)

7 (7.1%)

Binge Drinker

79 (52.7%)

46 (30.7%)

24 (16%)

1 (.07%)

Non-Drinker
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The difference between the three groups did not test significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 1.92, p
= .383. The median rank for the pooled population was perceived typical attendance at
one to three events within the past year. Distribution of responses below and above the
median was similar for all types of drinkers, with 56% of non-drinker responses, 60.6%
of drinker responses, and 65% of binge drinker responses falling at or below the median.
There was no statistical difference in the distribution of perceived likeliness of typical
students to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs within the three populations.
A post-hoc comparison of means of perceived attendance by close friends at latenight, alcohol-free programs by non-drinkers (µ = 1.47), drinkers (µ = 1.52), and binge
drinkers (µ = 1.28) does not demonstrate a true inverse relationship in which perceived
likeliness of typical students to attend programs decreases as drinking behaviors become
more risky. The comparison does show that non-drinkers and drinkers reported similar
peer perceptions, while binge drinkers reported lower levels of perceived typical student
attendance. A bar graph representing this relationship can be found in Appendix G.
Perceived likeliness of typical students to attend events. A four-point Likertscale was used to gather data pertaining to perceived likeliness of typical students to
attend late-night, alcohol-free programming (Appendix D). Table 4.8 details the
responses provided by non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers. Frequency data shows
that 62.7% of non-drinkers, 68.7% of drinkers, and 83.3% of binge drinkers perceive
typical students to be “unlikely” or “highly unlikely” to participate in late-night, alcoholfree programs. Non- drinkers (37.3%) reported higher levels of perceived typical student
willingness to be “likely” or “very likely” to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs than
drinkers (31.3%) and binge drinkers (16.7%).
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Table 4.7
Perceived Frequency of Typical Student Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs in Last Year by Drinker Type
None
N (%)

1 -3
N (%)

4-6
N (%)

7-9
N (%)

10-15
N (%)

16-20
N (%)

21-25
N (%)

25+
N (%)

NonDrinker

23 (30.7%)

19 (25.3%)

16 (21.3%)

11 (14.7%)

4 (5.3%)

2 (2.7%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Drinker

16 (16.2%)

44 (44.4%)

23 (23.2%)

10 (10.1%)

2 (2%)

2 (2%)

2 (2%)

0 (0%)

Binge
Drinker

38 (25.3%)

60 (40%)

33 (22%)

10 (6.7%)

9 (6%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)
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An independent-samples median test was conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on perceived
likeliness of typical students to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs within the past
year. The difference between the three groups tested significant, χ2 (2, N=324) = 13.28,
p = .001. The median rank for the pooled population was being “unlikely” to attend.
This test supports the frequency analysis above and demonstrates that there are more
binge drinkers (83.3%) falling below the median than non-drinkers (62.7%) and drinkers
(68.7%).
A post-hoc comparison of mean perceived likeliness of close friends to attend
late-night, alcohol-free programs by non-drinkers (µ = 1.15), drinkers (µ = 1.16), and
binge drinkers (µ = .93) does not demonstrate a true inverse relationship in which
perceived attendance of typical students decreases as drinking behaviors become more
risky. The comparison does show that non-drinkers and drinkers reported similar
perceptions of typical student attendance, while binge drinkers reported lower levels. A
bar graph representing this relationship can be found in Appendix G.
Data Analysis – Relationships between Actual and Perceived Norms
Spearman rho correlations were used to examine the relationship between actual
and perceived norms pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming. This test was
selected as it is best fit for determining relationships where one set of variables is ranked
on an ordinal scale. The Spearman rho test will also determine the direction of the
association between the independent and dependent variables (Field, 2013).
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Table 4.8
Perceived Likeliness of Typical Student Attendance at Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs by Drinker Status
Very Unlikely
N (%)

Unlikely
N (%)

Likely
N (%)

Very Likely
N (%)

Non-Drinker

23 (30.7%)

24 (32%)

22 (29.3%)

6 (8%)

Drinker

19 (19.2%)

49 (49.5%)

27 (27.3%)

4 (4%)

Binge Drinker

38 (25.3%)

87 (58%)

22 (14.7%)

3 (2%)
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Actual and perceived attendance. A two-tailed test of significance indicated
that there is a statistically significant positive relationship between personal attendance
and perceived close friend attendance (ρ = .796, p = .000). This test shows that perceived
attendance of close friends shares 79.6% of its variability with personal attendance. This
leaves 20.4% of variability to be accounted for by other variables.
The same test indicated that there is a statistically significant positive relationship
between personal attendance and perceived typical student attendance (ρ = .356, p =
.000). This test shows that perceived attendance of typical students shares 35.6% of its
variability with personal attendance. This leaves 64.4% of variability to be accounted for
by other variables.
Actual and perceived likeliness to attend events. A two-tailed test of
significance indicated that there is a statistically significant positive relationship between
personal likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs and perceived likeliness of
close friends to attend (ρ = .796, p = .000). This test shows that the perceived likeliness
of close friends to attend these programs shares 79.6% of its variability with personal
likeliness to attend. This leaves 20.4% of variability to be accounted for by other
variables.
The same analysis indicated that there is a statistically significant positive
relationship between personal likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs and
perceived likeliness of typical students to attend (ρ = .196, p = .000). This test shows that
perceived likeliness of typical students to attend these programs shares 19.6% of its
variability with personal likeliness to attend. This leaves 80.4% of variability to be
accounted for by other variables.
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Conclusion
The sample for this study consisted of 332 participants who completed an
electronic survey consisting of questions measuring demographic characteristics,
drinking behaviors, and personal behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions of late-night,
alcohol-free programming on a college campus. While the sample was not reflective of
the larger population in regard to class year, residence, and gender, it did reflect the
proportions of students reporting non-drinking, drinking, and binge drinking behaviors at
the study institution. These categorical groups served as independent variables, while
personal and perceived peer behaviors and attitudes served as dependent variables. Based
on the categorical and ordinal characteristics of the data, non-parametric analyses were
conducted to address the study’s research questions.
Independent-samples median tests were conducted to evaluate the differences
among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on attendance at and
perceived likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs. Significant differences
were determined for personal attendance, with binge drinkers reporting less participation
than non-drinkers and drinkers. An ad-hoc means comparison demonstrated a doseresponse relationship in which attendance decreases as drinking behaviors become more
risky. Significant differences were also calculated for personal likeliness to attend, with
binge drinkers reporting lower intentions of program attendance than non-drinkers and
drinkers. Again, an inverse dose-response relationship is present when comparing mean
likelihood of attendance for the three drinker types.
Independent-samples median tests were also conducted to determine the
differences among the three drinker types (non-drinker, drinker, binge drinker) on
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perceived attendance at and perceived likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free
programs for their close friends. Significant differences were found among the three
groups for perceived attendance of close friends, with binge drinkers reporting lower
perceived levels of close friend attendance than non-drinkers and drinkers. A comparison
of mean rankings for each drinker type demonstrates a dose-response relationship, with
perceived peer attendance decreasing as personal drinking behaviors become more risky.
Significant differences were also calculated for perceived likeliness of close friends to
attend, with binge drinkers reporting lower perceived likeliness of attendance by close
friends than non-drinkers and drinkers. Again, an inverse dose-response relationship is
present when comparing mean perceived likeliness of attendance of close friends for the
three drinker types.
Non-parametric, independent-samples median tests were also employed to
explore differences between levels of perceived typical student attendance and perceived
likeliness of typical student attendance among the three drinker types (non-drinker,
drinker, binge drinker). In regard to perceived attendance of typical students, there was
no significant difference among responses for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers.
In regard to perceived likeliness of typical student attendance there was a difference, with
binge drinkers believing that higher percentages of typical students would be “very
unlikely” or “unlikely” to attend than non-drinkers and drinkers. When comparing the
mean ranks among drinker types for each of these variables, there is little difference
between responses for non-drinkers and drinkers. Binge drinkers, however, report lower
levels of perceived attendance of typical students and likeliness of typical students to
attend late-night, alcohol-free programs. This comparison suggests that when alcohol use
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becomes most dangerous (binge drinking), perceptions of typical student attendance and
willingness of typical students to attend are impacted inversely. This same relationship
was not established for low-risk drinker types (non-drinker, drinker).
Finally, Spearman rho correlations were used to examine the relationship between
actual and perceived norms pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming.
Significant relationships were established between personal attendance and close friend
attendance, with 79.6% of variability being shared between the two variables. Personal
attendance and perceived typical student attendance also had a significant relationship,
sharing 64.6% of variability. Personal likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free
programs also had significant relationships with perceived likeliness of close friends to
attend and perceived likeliness of typical students to attend, sharing 79.6% and 19.6% of
variability respectively.
Chapter 5 integrates these findings with past research focused on late-night,
alcohol-free programming, college student drinking behaviors, and descriptive and
injunctive social norms. Implications for practitioners, recommendations for future
research, and study limitations are also presented.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
As colleges and universities strive to shift student drinking behaviors and campus
alcohol climates in a positive way, there is a need to expand upon traditional prevention
efforts and address environmental factors that contribute to this permissive social
problem (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002; United States
Department of Education, 2010). Late-night, alcohol-free programming has been
identified as a promising practice that may have the ability to permeate permissive
drinking cultures through the establishment of health-promoting and alcohol-free
environments (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Patrick et al., 2010; United States Department
of Education, 2010).
Review of Methodology
This quantitative study explored actual student behaviors and attitudes pertaining
to late-night, alcohol-free programming, as well as the perceived behaviors and attitudes
of proximal and distal peer groups. The research questions for this study were organized
into three groups that explore (a) behaviors and attitudes of individual students, (b)
perceived behaviors and attitudes of proximal and distal peer groups, and (c) the
relationships between actual and perceived behavioral and attitudinal norms of proximal
and distal peer groups related to alcohol-free, late-night programs in the college
environment.
The study was completed at a mid-sized northeastern university with an
established late-night, alcohol-free programming series. Data was collected
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electronically and contained measures from the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey and
locally developed questions on behaviors and attitudes pertaining to late-night, alcoholfree programming. The sample (N = 332) was not reflective of institutional
demographics, with females, on-campus students, and first-year students being
overrepresented. The sample did represent current proportions of non-drinkers, drinkers,
and binge drinkers at the study institution.
The survey design and nature of the variables called for non-parametric analyses.
Independent-samples median tests were used to explore differences in behaviors,
attitudes, and perceptions of peers among three categories representing drinker types
(non-drinkers, drinkers, binge drinkers). Spearman’s rho correlations were used to
explore relationships between personal behaviors and attitudes and the perceived
behaviors and attitudes of close friends and typical college students. Post-hoc mean
comparisons also tested for dose-response relationships.
Summary of Results
A brief overview of the results found in Chapter 3 highlights the differences in
actual behavioral and attitudinal norms held by students and the perceived behavioral and
attitudinal norms they hold of their close friends and typical college students in relation to
late-night, alcohol-free programming. In regard to personal attendance, a dose-response
in which attendance decreases as the riskiness of drinking behaviors increases, with binge
drinkers significantly more likely to report attendance at between zero and three events
per year. Perceived close friend attendance was also significantly different among nondrinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers. Again, a dose-response relationship was found to
exist, with binge drinkers reporting lower levels of attendance by their peers than non-
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drinkers and drinkers. There was no significant difference found among the three drinker
types and perceived attendance by typical students. The mean comparison analysis
highlighted that non-drinkers and drinkers shared similar perceptions of typical student
attendance, while binge drinkers felt typical students attended fewer events.
In regard to attitudes pertaining to likeliness of individuals, close friends, and
typical college students to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs, statistically
significant differences occurred among each drinker type for each dependent variable.
Binge drinkers reported lower levels of likeliness to attend programs than non-drinkers
and drinkers. Binge drinkers also reported lower levels of perceived likeliness of
attendance for close friends and typical students than non-drinkers and drinkers. Doseresponse relationships were established for personal likeliness to attend and perceived
likeliness of close friend attendance.
Finally, Spearman rho correlations were used to examine the relationship between
actual and perceived norms pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming.
Significant relationships were established between personal attendance and close friend
attendance, with 79.6% of variability being shared between the two variables. Personal
attendance and perceived typical student attendance also had a significant relationship,
sharing 64.6% of variability. Personal likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free
programs also had significant relationships with perceived likeliness of close friends to
attend and perceived likeliness of typical students to attend, sharing 79.6% and 19.6% of
variability respectively.

92

Interpretation of Findings
On the basis of this study alone, it is difficult to determine the potential of latenight, alcohol-free programming to serve as a high-risk drinking prevention strategy
targeted towards college students. The following section interprets findings related to
trends in student behaviors and attitudes, social norms theory, and proximity of peer
relationships within the context of late-night, alcohol-free programming.
Student attendance at late-night, alcohol-free events. This inquiry
complements a single study that explores the impact of late-night program attendance on
drinking behaviors, as well as a study on naturally occurring alcohol free activities and
the frequency in which students participate (Murphy et al., 2006; Patrick et al., 2010).
This study contributes to the literature on late-night, alcohol-free programming by
providing attendance trend data based on drinker type.
While critics of late-night, alcohol-free programming argue that drinkers, and
most certainly high-risk drinkers, would not find these alternative opportunities for social
interaction attractive, frequency data from this study shows that similar numbers of nondrinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers attend these events. Table 5.1 details attendance
trends for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers and highlights similar trends for
non-attendance among drinker types. Non-drinkers are more frequent in their attendance
while binge drinkers typically attend less than three events per year. Drinkers are unique
in that their attendance trends teeter between infrequent and frequent. This presents an
opportunity for practitioners to focus on this population and shift behaviors toward
attendance at late-night, alcohol-free programs.
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Student attitudes towards late-night, alcohol-free events. Personal likelihood
to attend late-night, alcohol-free programs has a dose-response relationship with drinker
type in which the likeliness to attend decreases as drinking behaviors increase in risk
(Table 5.2). Understanding this phenomenon is important in identifying barriers to latenight, alcohol-free program development and implementation. While trends demonstrate
lower frequency of attendance for binge drinkers, this data shows that their intentions of
attending are significantly lower than their non-drinking and drinking peers. While it is
important to address these attitudes among all drinker types, the extreme negative
attitudes of binge drinkers must be acknowledged during program development and
implementation to ensure the success of this intervention. Students identifying as binge
drinkers are the largest drinking group on campus and their excess alcohol use and
permissive attitudes towards drinking may be significant contributors to dangerous
drinking cultures. Suggested strategies to further understand and respond to these
attitudes are provided within the context of implications for practice and future research
later on in this chapter.
Social norms foundations and late-night, alcohol-free programs. As
discussed, college students generally hold erroneous and inaccurate beliefs regarding the
drinking behaviors and attitudes of their peers (Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 1997; Perkins,
2002). These misperceptions guide how individuals socially construct the environments
around them and respond to cultural and environmental cues related to alcohol use
(Perkins, 2002). Significant research has identified these erroneous misperceptions in a
variety of campus contexts, as well as the potential for social norms interventions to
correct these
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Table 5.1
Comparisons between Actual and Perceived Attendance for Proximal and Distal Peers
Personal
%

Close Friend
%

Typical Student
%

48

45.3

30.7

Attend 1 to 3 Events

17.3

13.3

25.3

Attend 4+ Events

34.7

41.4

44

Did Not Attend

47.5

39.4

16.2

Attend 1 to 3 Events

26.3

33.3

44.4

Attend 4+ Events

26.2

27.3

39.4

Did Not Attend

49.3

48

25.3

Attend 1 to 3 Events

35.4

36.7

40

Attend 4+ Events

15.3

15.3

34.7

Non-Drinker (N =
75)
Did Not Attend

Drinker
(N = 99)

Non-Binge Drinker
(N = 150)

Note. Median for statistical analysis was less than or equal to “Attend 1 to 3 Events.”
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Table 5.2
Comparisons between Actual and Perceived Likeliness of Attendance for Proximal and
Distal Peers
Personal
%

Close Friend
%

Typical Student
%

57.3

54.7

62.7

Likely

42.7

45.3

37.3

Unlikely

65.6

64.6

68.7

Likely

34.4

35.4

31.3

Binge Drinker
(N = 150)
Unlikely

80

83.3

83.3

Likely

20

16.7

16.7

Non-Drinker
(N = 75)
Unlikely

Drinker
(N = 99)

Note. “Unlikely” represents responses below the median while “Likely” represents
responses above median for the variable.

misperceptions and positively influence drinking behaviors and attitudes (Perkins, 1997;
Perkins, 2002).
In examining behavioral and attitudinal norms related to late-night, alcohol-free
programming, this study applies social norms theory in a new context. Non-drinkers,
drinkers, and binge drinkers all provided relatively accurate perceptions of their close
friends’ attendance at late-night, alcohol-free programs (Table 5.1). There was a
misperception for all three groups when identifying perceived attendance for typical
students (Table 5.1). Interestingly, the misperceptions non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge
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drinkers held of typical student attendance all were of a positive nature, believing typical
students to have higher participation rates in programs than they actually do.
Attitudinal norms for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers showed little
difference when moving from individual likeliness to attend to perceived likeliness to
attend of close friends to perceived likeliness to attend of typical college students (Table
5.2). This comparison suggests that students representative of all drinking behaviors
have a good understanding of the likeliness of their peers to attend late-night, alcohol-free
programs and that erroneous misperceptions may not exist in regards to attitudes.
An assumption of social norms theory is that misperceptions of others’ behaviors
or attitudes influence personal behavior and attitudes (Perkins, 2002). Within the context
of late-night, alcohol-free programming these misperceptions have been identified for
behaviors (attendance), but not necessarily for attitudes (likeliness to attend).
Implications or further research to help understand this phenomenon within the context of
late-night, alcohol-free programming are presented later in this chapter.
Proximal and distal peer relationships. The results of this study support the
framing of college student drinking as a complex and permissive social problem that is
partially maintained by indirect peer influence in the form of misperceived norms
(Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 2007). The results of this study also show strong, positive
relationships between actual and perceived close friend norms for attendance and
likeliness to attend late-night, alcohol-free events. A similar, but not as strong,
relationship was also found for actual and perceived norms for typical student attendance
and likelihood of typical student attendance. These results are congruent with other
social norms research, highlighting that students model behaviors and hold attitudes that
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are similar to their proximal peer groups (Lee et al., 2007; Mallett et al., 2009). As
relationships become more distal there is still a relationship, however, it is not as strong
(Lee et al., 2007; Mallett et al., 2009).
This study provides important information on attendance trends and attitudes
pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programming and frames these results within a
social norms framework. While it is difficult to endorse or condone the use of these
interventions based on this study alone, the findings, when integrated with past research
and scholarship, support a number of implications for practice and considerations for
future research.
Relationships to Previous Research
When examining relationships between study findings and previous research, a
number of themes emerge. These themes focus on (a) behavioral research pertaining to
college student drinking behaviors, (b) intervention research highlighting environmental
management strategies, (c) indirect and direct peer influence research, and (d) research on
intrapersonal factors influencing individual drinking behaviors and attitudes.
Patterns of college student alcohol use. Trend data on college student drinking
suggests there are significantly more light and moderate drinkers than high-risk drinkers
on American college and university campuses (Weitzman & Nelson, 2004).
Furthermore, analysis of drinking behaviors and related consequences demonstrates that
light and moderate drinkers experience more alcohol-related consequences than their
high-risk drinking peers (Weitzman & Nelson, 2004). While the majority of participants
in this study self-identified as binge drinkers, it is important to consider implications for
less risky drinkers who may disproportionately experience negative alcohol-related
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consequences. As stated, drinkers who did attend late-night alcohol-free programming
were split above and below the median rate of attendance. This is unique to this drinker
profile and suggests there is the potential to sway behaviors toward regular attendance
(Table 5.1).
Often, college student drinking behaviors are viewed as polar opposites, with
some students abstaining from use and other students participating in high-risk drinking.
This polarized viewpoint often neglects those most in need of interventions to prevent
negative alcohol-related consequences. Additional research suggests that population
level drinking patterns are not “…reflective of addictive psychopathological behavior,
but rather are the results of social policies, institutional structures, and social norms
concerning alcohol in our society” (Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002, p. 193). Late-night,
alcohol-free programming is a prevention tool that has the potential to shift campus
norms, to create health-promoting, to create alcohol-free environments, and to influence
population level drinking patterns. Additionally, late-night, alcohol-free interventions can
be specifically marketed and targeted towards light and moderate drinkers, shifting their
behaviors toward more frequent program participation as a strategy to prevent negative
alcohol-related consequences.
Environmental management prevention strategies. Environmental
management interventions focus on “…eliminating or modifying environmental factors
that contribute to the problem” of college student drinking (DeJong & Langford, 2002, p.
143). These strategies include providing alcohol-free social options, creating an
environment that promotes healthy norms, decreasing alcohol availability and the
promotion of alcohol, and consistently and effectively enforcing alcohol-related policies
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and laws (DeJong & Langford, 2002; Saltz, Welker, Paschall, Feeney, & Fabiano, 2009).
When integrated with past studies on alcohol-free activities, the findings from this study
help provide a more comprehensive view of drinking behaviors.
A 2010 study provided evidence that students drink less on days they participate
in college-sanctioned, alcohol-free, late-night programs (Patrick et al). Compounded
with attendance trends from this study, it can be inferred that different drinking types
may experience different impacts on drinking behaviors. Non-drinkers would not
experience shifts in their behaviors; however, they would benefit from opportunities to
socialize in alcohol-free environments. Drinkers, a vulnerable population in regard to
experiencing negative consequences, could potentially decrease their risk through
attendance at alcohol-free, late-night programs. The previous study indicated that college
women identifying as heavy episodic drinkers had the most significant decreases in
consumption on nights they participated in late-night, alcohol-free programs (Patrick et
al., 2010). Despite low attendance by binge drinkers, if program attendance does
decrease consumption significantly, the programs would be serving their purpose. A
significant challenge for practitioners is creating programs that are attractive to all drinker
types and that can compete with activities where alcohol is present. This challenge is
addressed later in this chapter within the context of implications for practice and
considerations for future research.
Past research also highlights the characteristics of naturally-occurring, alcoholfree activities. These activities include interactions with four or more peers, including
playing or viewing sports, eating in restaurants, attending parties without alcohol, and
attending formal social events (Murphy et al., 2006). These findings stress the important
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role that social interactions play in the lives of college students (Murphy et al., 2006).
College student alcohol use has been established as a complex and pervasive social
problem requiring interventions that address the socialization of college students, the
development of peer groups, and the establishment of health-promoting campus norms.
Findings from this study further support this concept, as individual behaviors and
attitudes have been established as having significant relationships with close friend
behaviors and attitudes (behaviors, ρ = .796, p = .000; attitudes, ρ = .796, p = .000).
Table 5.2 highlights this relationship within non-drinker, drinker, and binge drinker
proximal relationships. Social interaction is both important in attracting students to
events and in influencing student behaviors and attitudes. Implications for applying this
concept to practice and future research are described later in this chapter.
The management of environmental factors through late-night, alcohol-free
programming has the potential to limit direct influence to drink. Most direct peer
influence takes place in locations that have been established as drinking environments,
such as bars, sporting events, and college house parties (Bosari & Carey, 2001; Dowdall,
2009; Perkins, 1997). Substance-free environments established through late-night,
alcohol-free programs do not support overt influence to drink. These environments also
support the development of peer relationships and social groups that are not rooted in
alcohol use. Research demonstrates that students who report higher levels of social
connectivity within a peer group are more likely to resist direct peer influence to drink
(Shore, Rivers, & Berman, 1983). When synthesized with findings on indirect influence,
this study supports the use of late-night, alcohol-free programs as a strategy to prevent
both direct and indirect cues to drink.
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Perkin’s early research on peer influence supports the idea that “…the strongest
peer influence may occur indirectly through the individual’s perceptions of peer” (1997,
p. 183). As stated, this study demonstrated strong relationships between individual
behaviors and attitudes pertaining to late-night, alcohol-free programs and perceived
behaviors and attitudes of proximal and distal peers. Personal and close friends’ attitudes
and behaviors are relatively congruent among drinkers, non-drinkers, and binge drinkers
(Table 5.1, Table 5.2). While there is still a statistically significant relationship among
personal and perceived typical student behaviors and attitudes, it is not as strong. This
finding is reflective of other social norms research identifying the influencing power of
proximal relationships to be much stronger than the influencing power of proximal
relationships (Lee et al., 2007; Mallett et al., 2009).
Intrapersonal determinants of alcohol use. The findings from this study on
college student behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions of late-night, alcohol-free
programming provide further opportunities to explore the use of this intervention among
college students when coupled with research on individual determinants of alcohol use.
Each of the individual determinants examined can be promoted through the development
of late-night, alcohol-free programs.
Protective behavioral strategies are precautions that individuals take to prevent
alcohol-related problems and consequences. These precautions include counting drinks,
having a designated driver, eating while drinking, alternating alcoholic and non-alcoholic
drinks, and using a “buddy system.” Research has demonstrated that students who report
greater use of protective behavioral strategies consume fewer drinks and experience
fewer alcohol-related problems than their peers (Lewis et al., 2009). Students who report
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greater use of these strategies also report more conservative views of alcohol use (Lewis
et al., 2009). While not traditionally considered a protective behavioral strategy, latenight, alcohol-free programming is a choice that students can make to ensure their health
and safety. Attendance at these programs may not only shift behaviors and decrease
alcohol consequences, but also influence more conservative views toward alcohol use.
Framing late-night, alcohol-free programs as a behavioral protective strategy may
promote attendance among drinkers and binge drinkers looking to shift behaviors while
addressing permissive attitudes toward alcohol use on college campuses.
Two studies have explored the role of autonomous and controlled personality
factors on college student drinking (Chawla et al., 2009; LaBrie et al., 2009).
Autonomous individuals have an intrinsic orientation and base their behaviors and
attitudes on personal beliefs, while controlled individuals are extrinsically motivated and
base their behaviors and attitudes on cues from others (Chawla et al., 2009; LaBrie et al.,
2009). Individuals with autonomous orientations reported lower levels of approval of
alcohol use and fewer drinks per week (Chawla et al., 2009; LaBrie et al., 2009).
Individuals with a controlled orientation are more susceptible to the influence of
injunctive norms and consume more drinks per week than autonomous individuals
(Chawla et al., 2009; LaBrie et al., 2009). Late-night, alcohol-free programs can provide
an environment where individuals with a controlled orientation may be less susceptible to
the influence of injunctive norms on their drinking behaviors. In regards to individuals
with autonomous orientations, late-night, alcohol-free programs provide them with a
social option that may be more congruent with their personal beliefs, values, or interests.
Additionally, alcohol-free environments provide an opportunity for all individuals,
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regardless of controlled or autonomous orientation, to develop peer groups free of direct
and indirect influence related to alcohol use.
The completed study on behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions of late-night,
alcohol-free programming has many connections with past research and scholarship on
college student alcohol use. These connections focus on (a) alcohol use trends, (b)
environmental management strategies, (c) direct and indirect peer influence, and (d)
individual determinants of alcohol use. The integration of the current study with past
research produces a number of implications for practice and considerations for future
research.
Implications for Practice
The placement of this study within the research agenda pertaining to college
student alcohol use produces a number of considerations for practice in regard to latenight, alcohol-free programming.
Population level interventions. The first consideration is a theme that is
integrated throughout this study. Historical views on college student drinking frame this
phenomenon as an intrapersonal problem influenced by determinants related to the
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors of individuals (Boyd & Faden, 2002; Dowdall,
2009). Current perspectives on college student alcohol use challenge this ideology,
suggesting that student drinking behavior is also determined by interpersonal,
institutional, societal, and public policy related factors (DeJong & Langford, 2002;
Dowdall, 2009; Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002). There is a need to shift college drinking
prevention initiatives towards interventions inclusive of all levels of the social ecological
model.
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Late-night, alcohol-free programs are an intervention that can positively influence
intrapersonal, interpersonal, institutional, and societal determinants that effect excessive
alcohol use and permissive social norms. By operating at these various levels, late-night,
alcohol-free programs address alcohol use behaviors and attitudes of an entire population.
Interventions of this magnitude are needed, as targeting alcohol dependent students does
not necessarily support those students experiencing the majority of alcohol-related
consequences (Weitzman & Nelson, 2004). Practitioners must employ the social
ecological model to support all students, regardless of drinker type, and to support
positive shifts in campus alcohol cultures.
Working in tandem with policies. While policy interventions have been
successful in eliciting behavior change with non-college and high-school aged students,
these same shifts have not translated to college student populations (O’Malley &
Johnston, 2002). State, local, and campus alcohol policies are used to set expectations for
behaviors and reduce harm and loss of life. Permissive campus alcohol environments
have not allowed the impacts of policies to permeate college and university campuses.
To ensure that the designed impacts of policies can come to fruition, the college drinking
environment must be changed to address student behaviors using comprehensive
strategies. In an environment where alcohol use is a common social activity, there must
be alternatives implemented that support the behaviors dictated by policies (DeJong &
Langford, 2002). Late-night, alcohol-free programs can work synergistically with
policies to promote positive behavior change and shifts in campus culture.
Shared responsibility for prevention. Historically, college drinking prevention
efforts have been viewed as a responsibility of health centers, counseling centers,
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university police, student conduct, or a combination of these functional areas. It is
imperative that these efforts extend beyond departments working in silos and are owned
by all members of the campus community, including students. Late-night, alcohol-free
programs are an intervention that can be implemented in collaboration with a number of
campus constituents, including college unions, student activities, campus recreation,
residential life, student government, student clubs and organizations, and intercollegiate
athletics. These partnerships provide an opportunity to educate members of the campus
community on alcohol use trends and to support collaborative solutions to a significant
social problem.
Finally, employing late-night, alcohol-free programming through a prevention
lens provides an opportunity to engage students in prevention programming outside of the
traditional peer educator role. Engaging students in prevention leadership roles is key in
positively shifting campus culture, creating late-night events that are relevant to students,
and promoting these alternatives to students. Students often place greater value on
prevention messages that come from their peers (McDonald, Roche, Durbridge, &
Skinner, 2003). Creating late-night, alcohol-free programming models that are student
led can capitalize on this concept, providing opportunities for students to develop,
implement, and market these alternative for their peers.
Late-night, alcohol-free programming should be part of a comprehensive highrisk drinking prevention initiative that employs population and targeted level
interventions, embraces an ecological approach that is inclusive of the multiple levels of
influence on behaviors, and engages all members of a campus community (DeJong &
Langford, 2002). These concepts support the implementation of environmental
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management strategies, best practices in public health, and the creation of shared vision
of a healthy and safe campus community.
Implications for Future Research
Research on college-sanctioned late-night, alcohol-free programming is limited.
When integrated with past research and scholarship on college student alcohol use, this
study provides a new frame to examine late-night, alcohol-free programming and its
potential to serve as a college student drinking intervention. This new perspective
provides much insight into student behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions, while at the
same time creating new opportunities for inquiry.
The most useful study in determining the effectiveness of late-night, alcohol-free
programming would be an intervention study employing a control group and an
intervention group. This study would provide data on drinking behaviors of each group
and determine if the drinking behaviors of those participating in events were influenced.
While controlled studies are the exemplar in college drinking intervention research, they
are not commonly used when determining the impacts of population-level interventions
(Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002; United States Department of Education, 2010). An
alternative study could use two college campuses, one with late-night, alcohol-free
programming and one without, to examine differences in college student drinking
behaviors and attitudes.
A longitudinal study on the impacts of late-night, alcohol-free programming can
provide insight on how these interventions shift drinking environments and cultures.
Indicators that may be assessed can include binge-drinking rates, negative consequences
experienced, house party attendance and violations, rates of involvement with police or

107

campus judicial systems, and student attitudes pertaining to alcohol use. A study of this
magnitude most likely requires a climate assessment before these interventions begin and
again at the conclusion of the study. Strategies to disaggregate the influence of other
interventions and variables would help to determine the impacts of late-night, alcoholfree programming and support or condone its use as a college drinking prevention
strategy,
Determining what programs to develop and implement is a potential challenge for
practitioners. As discussed, late-night, alcohol-free programming can have specific
benefits for non-drinkers, drinkers, and binge drinkers. A campus must determine what
population or populations their late-night programming series will target based on
institutional trends. Research detailing the characteristics of programs that non-drinkers,
drinkers, and binge drinkers find attractive will provide practitioners an opportunity to
develop, implement, and assess interventions that will be viewed in a positive light by
their target audiences. Understanding what students value in regards to social
opportunities can assist in creating buy-in from different drinking groups, marketing
programs, and creating events that can compete with alcohol environments.
Research that determines the appropriate frequency and dosage of late-night,
alcohol-free programming can help support its implementation on college and university
campuses. While the interventions have the potential to have population-level impacts,
they have the potential to be costly in regards to funding and practitioner time.
Understanding where and what types of events should be placed throughout the academic
year can help institutions best use the intervention when working with limited resources.
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Exploring the role of parental expectations and college student participation in
late-night, alcohol-free programming can also help tailor interventions and possibly
engage parents as prevention partners. Research demonstrates that parents serve as a peer
group that influences student drinking behaviors and attitudes (LaBrie et al., 2011).
Understanding parent expectations and attitudes towards their children’s involvement in
alcohol-free programs and activities has the potential to influence college student
behavior through their relationships with adults.
Finally, a cost-benefit analysis comparing fiscal resources dedicated to late-night,
alcohol-free programming and its impact on college student drinking can help determine
the effectiveness of these interventions. These interventions have the potential to be
costly in regards to staff time, supplies, space rentals, contracted performers, film
screening rights, and security. While these costs differ based on types and frequency of
programs, understanding if the dedication of funds supports positive outcomes is
important in determining the potential of late-night, alcohol-free programming to serve as
a cost effective college drinking intervention.
With little research on late-night, alcohol-free programming, it can be difficult to
fully endorse its use as a high-risk drinking prevention strategy. The proposed research
studies will help to understand fully elements of these programs that can support their
effective implementation. There is a great need for these studies, as there is a great need
for innovative, evidence-based prevention practices rooted in the social ecological
perspective (DeJong Langford, 2002).
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Study Limitations
A concern of all research pertaining to college student alcohol use is that student
drinking behaviors are not accurately self-reported. While this study asked participants
to report recent alcohol consumption, there is potential that frequency and quantity was
not accurately reported due to intoxication or concern about disclosing unhealthy or
illegal behaviors (Dowdall & Wechsler, 2002). A similar limitation of this study is that it
asks participants to report their attendance at late-night, alcohol-free programming over
the past year. This is an extended period of time, and there is potential for students to
report their attendance patterns inaccurately.
Minimal research on late-night, alcohol-free programming also limits this study in
that there was little foundation in which to ground and justify research questions and
methodologies. Social norms and environmental management research and scholarship
were employed to frame and execute this study. As research on late-night, alcohol-free
programming becomes more robust, there may be the development of specific measures,
theories, and frameworks to ground research and further inquiry.
The low response rate of the study, 11% of 3,000 distributed surveys, also limits
the ability to make generalizations about college students and their behaviors and
attitudes related to late-night, alcohol-free programs. The study sample was also over
representative of female students, upper-class students, and students living on-campus.
The low response rate and representativeness of the sample should be taken into
consideration when interpreting and discussing the study’s results.
Finally, this study was completed at a single institution with an established latenight, alcohol-free programming series. This programming series is a component of a
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comprehensive, evidence-based, and award-winning high-risk drinking prevention
program. Since the inception of late-night, alcohol-free programming, attendance rates
have increased 670%, with over 10,000 students participating the year the study took
place. In addition, two-week binge drinking rates have decreased 18% since the campus
adopted a comprehensive and collaborative approach to high-risk drinking prevention.
The success of recent prevention efforts and growth in late-night programming at the
study institution may have contributed to study findings that are not reflective of
programs in their infancy or programs that are not integrated with other prevention
initiatives.
Conclusion
Alcohol use among students is the most significant public health concern for
American colleges and universities. The negative consequences associated with
excessive alcohol use impacts individuals, institutions, and communities. There is a
strong need to move prevention strategies from focusing primarily on individual behavior
change to holistic, comprehensive prevention efforts that work to shift dangerous campus
drinking cultures (DeJong & Langford, 2002; United States Department of Education,
2010). Late-night, alcohol-free programming is one population-based strategy with the
potential to shift drinking behaviors, norms, and environments in a positive way.
This study identified the behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions that non-drinkers,
drinkers, and binge drinkers associate with late-night, alcohol-free programming. A
social norms lens was used to apply findings to current research, develop implications for
practice, and inform recommendations for future research. The findings support the
framing of college student drinking as a social problem that requires changes in
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environment and culture to ensure the health, safety, and success of college and
university students. It is the intention of this study and reflection to empower
practitioners, campus partners, and students to address college student drinking by
design, shifting environments to promote responsible decision making, creating healthy
interpersonal connections, and fostering positive social norms.
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Appendix A
Late Night Programming Schedule and Descriptions (2012-2013)
Fall Semester
Weekend Number
1 (Welcome Week)
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Event Name
Blockbuster Movie
Grocery Bingo & Party
on the Patio
Glow Fiesta
Summer Blowout Bash
Dodgeball Tournament
Middle School Dance
Blockbuster Movie
Superhero Bingo
Ultimate Gameshow
Inflate-a-fest
Brock-Stock
Overnight Broomball
Moonlight Breakfast
Study Union
“Kick or Treat”
Carn-Evil
Zombie 5K
Scavenger Hunt
Rocky Horror Night
Rocky Horror Night
Disney on Ice
Pinterest Live
Sexy Bingo
Happy Hours and Trivia
Hunger Games Movie
Hunger Games Event
Blockbuster Movie
Drag Show
Winter Formal
Study Union

Description
First-run movie on the big screen
Bingo with filled grocery bag prizes; live DJ,
lawn games, and campfires on the Union patio
Outdoor, glow in the dark dance party, live DJ
Beach volleyball, cook-out, games, music, etc.
Dodgeball tournament with prizes
Middle-school themed dance; live music
First-run movie on the big screen
Bingo with superhero-themed prizes and trivia
Elements of various gameshows with prizes
Bounce houses, obstacle courses, etc.
Battle of the bands competition
All night broomball tournament
Late-night breakfast
12-hour study hours with food, study supplies,
tutors, prizes, and stress relief activities
Halloween-themed kick-ball tournament
Halloween-themed carnival
Zombie-themed 5K run/walk
Scavenger hunt using smartphones
Movie screening with actors
Movie screening with actors
Disney-themed open skate
Arts and craft night; scrapbooking
Sexual health themed bingo with prizes
Trivia night with appetizers and karaoke
Movie screening on the big screen
Competition event based on book/movie
First-run movie on the big screen
Drag show in collaboration with Gay/Straight
Alliance
Formal dance
12-hour study hours with food, study supplies,
tutors, prizes, and stress relief activities
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Spring Semester
Weekend Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Event Name
Blockbuster Movie
Grocery Bingo
Happy Hours and Trivia
The Roost
Black Light Casino
Spa Night
Blockbuster Movie
Disney Bingo
Blitz Ball
Improv Night
90’s Trivia Night
Blockbuster Movie
Moonlight Breakfast
Study Union
“Kick or Treat”
Game Night
Winter Bonfire
Swing Dancing Night
Blockbuster Movie
Overnight Broomball
Club Night
Pinterest Live
Drag Bingo
Quidditch Tournament
Zombie prom
Kiss the Summer Hello!
Blockbuster Movie
Happy Hours and Trivia
Color Run
Study Union

Description
First-run movie on the big screen
Bingo with filled grocery bag prizes; live DJ,
lawn games, and campfires on the Union patio
Trivia night with appetizers and karaoke
Country line dancing, live music
Casino games for prizes, glow-in-the dark
Massages, haircuts, pedicures, etc.
First-run movie on the big screen
Bingo with Disney-themed prizes and trivia
Indoor Nerf gun competition
Local comedy troupe performance
90’s-themed trivia with prizes
First-run movie on the big screen
Late-night breakfast
12-hour study hours with food, study supplies,
tutors, prizes, and stress relief activities
Halloween-themed kick-ball tournament
Board and role-playing games
Bonfire, s’mores, outdoor games, etc.
Swing dance lessons, live music
First-run movie on the big screen
All night broomball tournament
Live DJ, light show, food
Arts and craft night; scrapbooking
Bingo co-sponsored by Gay/Straight Alliance
Tournament based on Harry Potter books/films
Zombie-themes prom/semi-formal dance
Beach volleyball, cook-out, games, music, etc.
First-run movie on the big screen
Trivia night with appetizers and karaoke
5K run/walk with tie-dye, body paint, etc.
12-hour study hours with food, study supplies,
tutors, prizes, and stress relief activities
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Appendix B
Intuitional Review Board Approval Letters
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Appendix C
Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey
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Appendix D
Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programs Supplemental Questions
Question Number
1

2

3

4

Survey Question
How likely you to attend alcoholfree social programs held oncampus on Friday and Saturday
nights between 10 PM and 2
AM?
How likely is it that your close
friends attend alcohol-free social
programs held on-campus on
Friday and Saturday nights
between 10 PM and 2 AM?
How likely is it that a typical
college student attends social
programs held on-campus on
Friday and Saturday nights
between 10 PM and 2 AM?
Thinking back over the last
year, approximately how many
times did you attend a late-night,
alcohol-free program on this
campus?

5

How many days over the past
year do you think your close
friends attended a late-night,
alcohol-free program on this
campus?

6

How many days over the past
year do you think typical
college students attended a latenight, alcohol-free program on
this campus?

Answers
0 – Very Unlikely
1 – Unlikely
2 – Likely
3 – Very Likely
0 – Very Unlikely
1 – Unlikely
2 – Likely
3 – Very Likely
0 – Very Unlikely
1 – Unlikely
2 – Likely
3 – Very Likely

0 – none
1 – 1 to 3
2 – 4 to 6
2 – 7 to 9
4 – 10 to 15
5 – 16 to 20
6 – 21 to 25
7 – 25+
0 – none
1 – 1 to 3
2 – 4 to 6
2 – 7 to 9
4 – 10 to 15
5 – 16 to 20
6 – 21 to 25
7 – 25+
0 – none
1 – 1 to 3
2 – 4 to 6
2 – 7 to 9
4 – 10 to 15
5 – 16 to 20
6 – 21 to 25
7 – 25+
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Appendix E
Informed Consent

Title of Study
Exploring Student Perceptions of Late-Night, Alcohol-Free Programming
Name of Researcher
Joshua M. Fegley
Faculty Supervisor
Dr. Michael Wischnowski
Interim Dean, Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education
Phone Number for Further Information
Joshua M. Fegley
585-395-5635 (office)
Purpose of Study
The Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey is designed to provide colleges and universities
with information pertaining to: (a) demographics; (b) personal drinking and substance use
habits (daily, weekly, monthly, and annually); (c) knowledge of campus alcohol and
substance resources; (d) negative consequences experienced, (e) perceptions of peer
attitudes and drinking behaviors; and (f) student involvement in co-curricular and
curricular activities
This study will be used by XXX staff to enhance prevention programs. In addition, the
researcher will use data collected for the purpose of a dissertation study exploring the
perceptions college students hold of late-night, alcohol-free programming.
Study Procedures
The Core Alcohol and Drug Survey will be administered between February 25, 2013 and
March 11, 2013 and should take participants between 20 and 25 minutes to complete.
Survey participants will consist of a random sample of 3,000 students, prepared by the
Office of Research, Analysis, and Planning. Students must be 18 or older to participate.
Participants in this study will access a secure website to complete an anonymous survey.
The login information does not link participant responses to individual identities. The
login simply ensures participants are XXX students.
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At the conclusion of the survey, participants will be provided instructions to enter the
drawing for a $250.00 XXX Bookstore gift card. Your entry into the drawing is not
linked with the responses you provide on the survey.
Approval of Study
This study has been reviewed and approved by the St. John Fisher College Institutional
Review Board and XXX Institutional Review Board.
Place of Study
XXX
Length of Participation
The Core Alcohol and Drug Survey will be administered between February 18, 2013 and
March 11, 2013 and should take participants between 20 and 25 minutes to complete.
Risks and Benefits
This survey asks questions regarding individual experiences with alcohol use, drug use,
and sex. If answering these questions you would like to speak with a counselor at The
XXX Counseling Center, please call XXX or e-mail XXX.
Method for Protecting Confidentiality and Privacy
Confidentiality and privacy is maintained by having all participants use the same user ID
to gain access to the Core Alcohol and Other Drug Survey. When a participant logs onto
the survey site for the first time, the server assigns them a password. Without the
password, no one can view their responses. The password is known only by the
participant and The Core Institute server. The Core Institute does not know or have
access to participant passwords. Once participants complete the survey, the server locks
that survey and the correct user ID and password will no longer grant access to the
survey.
The server used to house survey results is dedicated to the Core Alcohol and Other Drug
Survey and not used for other purposes. It is not part of a larger network and staff
outside of the Core Institute do not have access. The server is independently located
behind firewalls. There is a firewall between the server and the public and another
firewall between the server and the Core Institute’s network. The Core Institute’s own
network and archived data are also protected by this firewall. Other domains cannot
access the server through the Core Institute’s network.
For confidentiality purposes, IP addresses are excluded from transaction logs. No record
of a participant’s visit is maintained on The Core Institute’s server.
Your Rights
As a research participant, you have the right to:
 Have the purpose of the study, and the expected risks and benefits, fully
explained to you before you to choose to participate.
 Withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.
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Refuse to answer a particular question without penalty.
Be informed of appropriate alternative procedures or courses of treatment, if
any, that might be advantageous to you.
Be informed of the results of the study.

If you have further questions regarding this study, please contact Joshua Fegley at (585)
395-5635.
More directions follow as you link to the web site. By linking to the survey web site you
are acknowledging that you are 18 years of age or older, and you are agreeing to
participate in XXX alcohol and other drug assessment. Click on the following Internet
address to continue: [URL HERE]
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Appendix F
Bar Graphs Proving Assumptions for Non-Parametric Analysis
(Mean Comparisons)
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Appendix G
Bar Graphs Demonstrating Dose-Response Relationships between Drinker Type

Attendances/Perceived Attendance (Mean)

and Behaviors and Attitudes Pertaining to Late-Night, Alcohol-Free
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